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GREENWOOD COUNTY EDUCATION BENCHMARKING
FISCAL YEARS 1991-92 TO 2003-04
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In 1999 the Greenwood Partnership Initiative of the Greenwood (County) Area Chamber of
Commerce contracted with the Strom Thurmond Institute to examine how the three school districts
in Greenwood County compared to other school districts in the state of South Carolina.
This 2005 update re-examines the performance of the Greenwood County districts with special
emphasis on the levels and trends in district assessments, personnel, funding, overall student
achievement, and the effects of high school dropouts on achievement. Since the 1999 report was
prepared, the state of South Carolina implemented a new achievement test, the Palmetto Achievement
Challenge Test (PACT). This report includes six years of PACT data.
BENCHMARKS AND INDEXES
This report provides a wide variety of data on the fiscal and academic performance of school districts
in South Carolina during the years 1999 to 2004. Through the development and use of various
benchmarks, such as operating expenditure per pupil or the average district score on a standardized
test, comparisons between the three Greenwood County school districts and between these districts
and others around the state can be made. The movement of these benchmarks over time illustrates
school district trends over the analysis period. Peer groups of similar size, fiscal authority, and location
in an economic development competitor (EDC) county are developed to compare districts with similar
characteristics.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Academic performance indexes are used to identify how the three Greenwood County school districts
perform relative to each other as well as to other districts in the state. These indexes provide
standardized measures of annual district-level academic achievement on the PACT, the High School
Exit Exam, and the SAT (Scholastic Assessment Test). This report examines whether the occurrence
of high school dropouts affects current and potential school district performance on the SAT and High
School Exit Exam. This report also examines how school district poverty levels affect actual and
predicted outcomes on student achievement and dropouts.
WHO WE ARE: STUDENTS AND TEACHERS
This portion of the study offers an analysis of historical and current trends in relation to students and
teachers. It reveals characteristics of student membership, student-teacher ratio, teacher experience,
teacher turnover rates, and student poverty. An analysis of data has revealed the following results as it
relates to students and teachers within South Carolina school districts.
Average Daily Membership Growth (ADM)
• ADM in the median school district in South Carolina grew at an average annual rate of 2.2
percent per year between 1992 and 2002.
• Growth in pupils was below the state median in each of the Greenwood County school
districts. ADM grew at 0.8 percent a year between 1992 and 2002 in Greenwood 50, the
county’s largest school district. Greenwood 52 was the fastest-growing district in the county in
percentage terms, increasing an average of 1.4 percent per year since 1992. Greenwood 51 was
the slowest-growing district in the county, with 0.3 percent annual growth in ADM between
1992 and 2002, on average.
• Greenwood 51 was the only school district in the county to see an actual decline in ADM
between 1998 and 2002.
Student-Teacher Ratio
• The student-teacher ratio in the average school district in South Carolina declined from 18.4
students per teacher in 1992 to 14.3 in 2002.
• In Greenwood County the student-teacher ratio in the district may be related to the rate of
growth in ADM. Greenwood 52, with the largest percentage increase in ADM since 1992, also
Strom Thurmond Institute ix December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                               
               
                
 
  
                
    
                
                 
      
 
  
                 
                 
          
               
           
                 
               
                
               
 
  
                
               
             
               
              
          
                 
                
           
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
had the smallest drop in the student teacher ratio between 1992 and 2002. Greenwood 51,
with its slight decline in ADM since 1998, had the largest fall in the student-teacher ratio.
Teacher Experience
• The median years of teacher experience increased statewide from 12.6 years in 1992 to 13.5
years in 2002.
• Years of teacher experience in Greenwood 50 were at the state median in 2002. Greenwood
52 had the highest level of teacher experience in the county at 14.1 years and Greenwood 51
had the lowest at 11.7 years.
Teacher Turnover
• The annual rate of teacher turnover increased in all peer groups between 1992 and 2002. The
median district in the state had a turnover rate of 9.2 percent in 1992 compared to 12.5
percent in 2002 (down from 13.3 percent in 2001).
• Teacher turnover rates in the Greenwood County school districts varied from year to year
between 1992 and 2002, as they did around the state.
• Greenwood 50 has had a relatively low rate of teacher turnover since 1999 (10-12 percent per
year). Greenwood 51 had an extremely high turnover rate in 2002, turning over 19.3 percent
of its teaching staff in that year. Teacher turnover in Greenwood 52 was below the state
median and the levels in the other Greenwood districts in 1992, 1999, 2001, and 2002.
Student Poverty
• The percentage of pupils who qualified for free or reduced lunch increased between 1992 and
2002 in every peer group, regardless of district size, fiscal authority, or EDC classification. The
state average in 1992 was 44.8 percent; it was 48.5 percent in 2002.
• The Greenwood County school districts had the same increasing trend in the percentage of
pupils qualifying for free or reduced lunch between 1992 and 2002. Greenwood 50’s shares
were similar to the state average in both years.
• Greenwood 51 had the most dramatic increase over the decade, from 36.8 percent in 1992 to
48.9 percent in 2002. Greenwood 52 also had a significant increase in the share of qualifying
students, from 29.3 percent in 1992 to 37.8 percent in 2002.
Strom Thurmond Institute x December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
      
 
                  
           
             
                 
     
 
    
             
             
               
              
               
               
     
                 
              
        
 
       
              
                 
               
    
              
               
                  
 
  
                
             
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
WHAT WE GOT: SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCES
This portion of the study offers an analysis of historical and current trends in relation to school district
finances. The analysis reveals characteristics of expenditures concerning operations, instruction, and
compensation. In addition to expenditures, the analysis includes a summary of sources of revenue— 
federal, state, and local. This study has revealed the following results as they relate to the finance
within the schools and districts.
Operating Expenditures Per Pupil
• Between 1992 and 2002 school district operating expenditures per pupil (instruction and
instructional support, leadership, and support services) in the average school district in South
Carolina rose at an average rate of 3.2 percent per year, adjusted for inflation.
• The larger school districts consistently had lower expenditures per pupil on total operations
than the smaller districts. The group of districts with no fiscal authority consistently had the
highest per pupil spending on operations over the years, while the group with limited fiscal
authority had the lowest level.
• Greenwood 51 had the highest rate of growth in per pupil spending on operations over the
decade: 4.2 percent per year after adjusting for inflation. Greenwood 50 and Greenwood 51
both had below-average spending growth in this area.
Instruction and Instructional Support Expenditures Per Pupil
• Instruction and instructional support is the largest portion of spending on operations. Between
1998 and 2002 per pupil spending in this category increased 3.8 percent per year in the average
district in South Carolina. All peer groups had increased spending per pupil for instruction and
instructional support since 1998.
• Spending per pupil on instruction and instructional support increased between 1998 and 2002
more than twice as fast in Greenwood 51 (6.4 percent per year on average, inflation-adjusted)
than it did in Greenwood 50 (2.4 percent per year) or Greenwood 52 (2.6 percent per year).
Teacher Salaries
• Between 1992 and 2002 the median teacher salary in the state increased from $27,193 to
$39,250, an average annual increase of 1.1 percent after adjusting for inflation.
Strom Thurmond Institute xi December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
             
                
 
    
                    
             
            
               
 
    
              
              
        
                
               
               
                 
              
               
                 
               
 
 
    
                 
              
                
               
                  
                
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
• The three school districts in Greenwood County—all with no fiscal authority—had noticeably
lower average teacher salaries than the EDC group and all but the smallest size class.
Federal Revenue Per Pupil
• The state average for federal funding was $752 per pupil in 2002, but there was a great deal of
variation between individual districts. Districts in the smallest size group (2,500 or fewer
students) collected the highest level of federal funds per pupil—$1,546 per pupil.
• Greenwood 51 received more federal funds per pupil ($1,103) than Greenwood 50 and 52.
State Revenue Per Pupil
• Between 2001 and 2002, state revenue per pupil dropped 13.3 percent (inflation-adjusted) on
average statewide. Over the decade since 1992, however, state revenue per pupil increased at
an average rate of 3.1 percent per year.
• Greenwood 50 had a relatively small decline in state revenue per pupil (-5.1 percent) between
2001 and 2002 compared to the other districts in the county. Greenwood 51 experienced a
23.9 percent drop in that one year, and Greenwood 52 had a 25.1 percent drop.
• Over the longer term since 1992, average annual growth in state revenue per pupil in the
Greenwood County school districts is likely related to their different abilities to raise property
tax revenue. Greenwood 51, with the smallest property tax base, had the largest increase in
state revenue per pupil over the decade. Greenwood 52, with the largest tax base on a per
pupil basis, had a decrease in inflation-adjusted revenue per pupil from state sources over the
decade.
Local Revenue Per Pupil
• Revenue from local sources helped to fill funding gaps when per pupil state aid to school
districts declined during the recent recession. In the average school district in South Carolina,
annual growth in local revenue per pupil (3.7 percent per year) was much faster between 1998
and 2002 than the growth in state revenue per pupil (2.0 percent per year).
• In contrast, over the longer period between 1992 and 2002, local revenue per pupil grew at a
slightly slower rate (2.7 percent per year) than state revenue per pupil (3.1 percent per year).
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
• Greenwood 50 and 52 continued to increase their local revenue per pupil to help fill the gap
when state revenue per pupil declined in 2002, but Greenwood 51 had a decline in local
revenue per pupil, leaving it with a more severely strained budget than the other two districts.
HOW WE DID: ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
This portion of the study offers an analysis of historical and current trends in student achievement at
the school district level.
Total Academic Performance Index (TAPI)
• Five districts emerged as top performers as measured by the TAPI in 2003: Lexington 5,
Anderson 1, York 5, Horry, and Lexington 1.
• Six districts were ranked at the bottom in terms of overall academic performance in 2003: Lee,
Allendale, Florence 4, Hampton 2, Jasper, and Marion 2.
• The three Greenwood County school districts all did their best in comparison to the state
median TAPI in 1999. This means that the median district in the state made faster gains in
academic performance (as measured by the TAPI) than the gains made by the Greenwood
County districts.
• Greenwood 50 and 52 consistently had TAPI scores above the state median in all years 1999-
2003. Greenwood 51 had a TAPI score below the state median in all years.
• Greenwood 52 compares most favorably in overall academic achievement to the EDC group.
PACT Combined Performance Index
• Between 1999 and 2004, the median district in the state increased its PACT Combined
Performance Index (English and Language Arts and Math subtests only) by 52.7 percent.
• PACT scores in the three Greenwood County districts have not increased as fast as they have
in the median school district. Greenwood 51 and 52 both had increases in their PACT Index of
close to 40 percent between 1999 and 2004. Greenwood 50’s PACT Index only increased
about 31 percent over the period.
• In 1999 the three Greenwood County school districts all had PACT Combined Performance
Indexes above the state median, with Greenwood 50 and Greenwood 52 well above.
Strom Thurmond Institute xiii December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
       
 
                
               
               
              
                
              
         
 
             
               
             
               
             
             
               
            
            
  
               
          
                
             
            
            
    
            
            
  
                
             
            
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS AND HIGH SCHOOL ACHIEVEMENT
South Carolina faces a particularly troublesome dilemma with its high rate of high school dropouts.
This study includes an examination of the relationship between the current dropout rate and student
achievement, including an analysis of the effect of dropouts on expected school district performance.
Additional analysis compares actual and predicted levels of school district performance on the High
School Exit Exam and SAT in the three Greenwood County school districts with actual and predicted
levels of performance in districts in EDC counties. Predicted academic performance takes into account
actual performance and selected school district and socioeconomic characteristics.
• There is no statistically significant relationship between a school district’s average annual
dropout percentage and its average SAT Index or its average High School Exit Exam Index.
Despite its lack of statistical significance, however, the relationship between dropout rate and
performance is negative, as expected. This means that as the dropout rate increases there is
typically a decrease in the average SAT Index and Exit Exam Index.
• The average percentage of teachers with advanced degrees, the average student-teacher ratio,
and the average percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced lunch explains over 70
percent of the variation in both the Exit Exam and SAT Indexes.
• Neither district size nor economic development county classification significantly influenced the
dropout rate.
• School districts performing much higher or lower than expectations on the High School Exit
Exam or SAT deserve a closer look to identify.
• Among the 28 school districts in EDC counties, actual performance on the SAT Index relative
to predicted performance was as follows: two districts performed much lower than expected,
10 districts performed lower than expected, six districts performed approximately equal to
expectations, six districts performed higher than expected, and four districts performed much
higher than expected.
• On the SAT Index, Greenwood 50 performed approximately equal to expectations,
Greenwood 52 performed lower than expected, and Greenwood 51 performed much lower
than expected.
• Among the 28 school districts in EDC counties, actual performance on the High School Exit
Exam Index relative to predicted performance was as follows: three districts performed much
lower than expected, 11 districts performed lower than expected, one district performed
Strom Thurmond Institute xiv December 2005
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approximately equal to expectations, eight districts performed higher than expected, and five
districts performed much higher than expected.
• On the High School Exit Exam Index, Greenwood 50 performed higher than expected,
Greenwood 52 performed lower than expected, and Greenwood 51 performed much lower
than expected.
HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUTS: CUMULATIVE PROMOTION INDEX (CPI)
The Urban Institute has developed a model to predict the completion rate of high school students.
They approximate the probability that a student entering the 9th grade will complete high school in four
years with a regular diploma using the (CPI).
• South Carolina’s CPI is reported to be 51 percent in 2004—the lowest in the United States.
Greenwood 50 and 52 exceeded the state CPI, although Greenwood 51 did not.
• The South Carolina Department of Education (SDE) reported an average graduation rate of 78
percent for the state overall with 80.4 percent in Greenwood 50, 59.1 percent in Greenwood
51, and 77.6 percent in Greenwood 52.
RECOMMENDATIONS
This report suggests that the Greenwood County school districts, like most in South Carolina, will
continue to face challenges such as growing student populations, ever-changing district budgets, and
persistent gaps in student achievement. This report provides community leaders with benchmarks
against which to chart their district’s performance. But simply tracking performance is easy. The
challenge will be to determine what actions will follow, given the findings of this study. Recommended
actions include:
• Initiate strategic planning to accommodate increasing student ADM in Greenwood 50 and 52,
and to adjust for declining student ADM in Greenwood 51.
• Develop strategies and procedures to capitalize on teacher experience.
• Evaluate and implement processes that will reduce the teacher turnover rate.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
• Plan for the increasing student population that will be on free and reduced lunch. On average,
lower income students tend to exhibit less preparation, and high rates of learning and behavior
problems than other students.
• More efficiently manage operating and instructional revenue.
• Develop more effective and efficient systems of sharing best practices district-wide and state-
wide.
• Develop better data systems to accommodate the diversity of student and district level data.
• Implement strategies that will reduce the level of high school dropouts.
• Implement procedures and tools that will effectively evaluate school and district level programs
and ensure that organizations can quickly respond to the findings.
FUTURE RESEARCH
A clear benefit of benchmarking studies is that they develop a rich set of school district data from
which other, more targeted studies can be launched. Researchers at the Jim Self Center on the Future
are planning future research that may examine causes and determine solutions intended to close the
gap in academic achievement between school districts in the state. Additionally, future research will
examine changes in student achievement, dropouts, revenue, and overall district performance related
to the development of more expansive datasets and new tests that are already being developed at the
South Carolina Department of Education. One key to improving the education services provided to
the youth of South Carolina is conducting, and learning from, continued research of that service. 
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GREENWOOD COUNTY EDUCATION BENCHMARKING
FISCAL YEARS 1991-92 TO 2003-04
CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
In 1999, the Greenwood Partnership Initiative of the Greenwood (County) Area Chamber of
Commerce asked the Strom Thurmond Institute to examine how the three school districts in
Greenwood County compared to other school districts in the state of South Carolina, particularly
with regards to academic achievement and funding.1 The Greenwood Partnership Initiative’s concern
then—as today—was with the quality of their future county workforce. A sizable portion of
Greenwood County’s personal income and employment is associated with industry, particularly in
manufacturing. Today’s global economy requires an increasingly higher-skill workforce able to step into
jobs that use computer-aided technology and other highly technical skills. Thus, the quality of the
future workforce is critical both to Greenwood County’s success in attracting new industry as well as
in keeping its residents employed in well-paying jobs.
The academic achievement of Greenwood County public school students serves as the foundation for
the quality of the future labor force. Academic achievement is an indicator of how well prepared
students are for pre-employment screening exams at local industries. It is also an indicator of how
likely students are to be accepted into employment training programs, technical colleges or four-year
colleges and universities.
This report is designed to initiate discussion among educators, public officials, and other community
leaders in Greenwood County about trends in school district achievement and funding in the county’s
1 Louis R. Lanier and Ellen Weeks Saltzman, Public Education and Greenwood County: A Benchmarking Tool and South Carolina
School District Profile Data (Clemson, SC: Strom Thurmond Institute of Government and Public Affairs, 1999).
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
three school districts. Trends over time—both positive and negative—in the three Greenwood
County school districts are revealed. Then, these district-level trends are put into a larger and more
meaningful context when they are compared to trends from other school districts around the state.
This report is designed to be updated on an annual basis as new test scores and financial data become
available from the South Carolina Department of Education. Data presented in this and subsequent in-
depth reports will also be published on the Jim Self Center on the Future’s Website. The data
presented in this report and more will be made available in a searchable database format on the
Website (http://selfcenter.clemson.edu).
Inputs and outcomes of the educational process are the theme around which the report is organized.
Chapter Two discusses data sources and methodology. Chapter Three focuses on trends in school
district characteristics associated with students and teachers—the main inputs into the educational
experience. Chapter Four examines another critical input into the education system: spending and the
revenue sources that supply the funds used. Chapter Five turns to academic achievement and school
district performance on the Palmetto Achievement Challenge Test (PACT), the Scholastic Aptitude
Test (SAT), and the High School Exit Exam. A comprehensive academic performance index is
developed to give an overall summary of performance on all tests combined. Relative academic
performance on the PACT is examined in Chapter Six, along with areas for future research. Chapter
Seven concludes the report.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
CHAPTER TWO
DATA SOURCES AND METHODOLOGY
This report provides a different perspective on familiar information about school districts in South
Carolina. Measures of academic achievement, revenues and expenditures per pupil, and other
information for each of Greenwood County’s school districts—Greenwood School District 50,
Greenwood School District 51 (Ware Shoals) and Greenwood School District 52 (Ninety-Six)—is
presented to facilitate comparisons between these districts and other similar districts around the state.
School district comparisons presented in this report extend the research presented in the Strom
Thurmond Institute’s 1999 report, Public Education and Greenwood County: A Benchmarking Tool.
This report uses two methods to facilitate comparisons between the three school districts in
Greenwood County and other school districts around the state. The first approach developed
summary measures of academic achievement, called academic performance indexes, for each school
district in South Carolina. The second approach calculated summary statistics on revenues,
expenditures, and other characteristics for peer groups of school districts based on their size, fiscal
authority, and county location.
DATA SOURCES
The South Carolina Department of Education (SDE) was the primary source of school district data
used in this report. Average district performance on the PACT, High School Exit Exam, and SAT was
obtained from the SDE’s Website, http://www.myscschools.com. Financial and other data was drawn
from the SDE’s annual publication, Rankings of the Counties and School Districts of South Carolina.
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INDEXES
Academic performance indexes are used to identify how the three Greenwood County school districts
perform relative to each other as well as other districts in the state. Academic performance indexes
Strom Thurmond Institute 3 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                               
              
                
              
      
 
            
                 
                 
                
              
                  
 
                 
                 
                   
                  
    
 
                
                 
 
            
              
               
                 
                                            
                    
 
                 
                     
                     
                  
     
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
convert test-specific scores (or pass rates) into standardized, comparable values that are scaled from
zero to 100. The performance indexes developed for this report are based on the PACT (Palmetto
Achievement Challenge Test), the High School Exit Exam, and the SAT (Scholastic Assessment Test,
formerly the Scholastic Aptitude Test).
Academic performance indexes were calculated for six years, starting with fiscal/academic year 1998-
99.2 The PACT was implemented in South Carolina in 1999 and test statistics were available from the
SDE for each year through 2004.3 Today, the PACT has four sections: ELA (English and Language Arts),
Math, Social Studies, and Science. Because only the ELA and Math sections of the PACT were
administered in all six years, academic performance indexes were prepared using only these two
sections of the test. The PACT is administered annually to pupils in grade 3 through grade 8.
The High School Exit Exam is administered for the first time to 10th-graders. Students must pass all
three sections of the test before they are allowed to graduate from high school with a diploma.
Students failing the Exit Exam the first time are allowed to retake it in their junior and senior years.
The performance index for the High School Exit Exam is based on the percentage passing the test in
10th grade only.
Unlike the PACT and the High School Exit Exam, the SAT is optional. The academic performance
index for the SAT is based on the average composite score for all sections of the test.
The academic performance indexes developed for this report incorporate multiple levels of
information about district-level performance on individual tests. For all tests, weights are assigned to
the different levels of achievement. For example, the High School Exit Exam has two achievement
categories: the percentage of students taking the test that passed, and the percentage that did not pass.
2 Fiscal/academic years that span two calendar years, such as 1998-99, are referred to by the second year throughout this
report.
3 The PACT replaced two different standardized tests: The BSAP (Basic Skills Assessment Program) and the MAT7
(Metropolitan Achievement Test, Seventh Edition). The BSAP was used for grades 3, 6, 8, and 10, and the MAT7 was used
for grades 4, 5, 7, 9, and 11. Academic performance indexes were calculated for school districts using the BSAP and MAT7
in the Institute’s 1999 report. Thus, the performance indexes presented in this report cannot be directly compared to
those in the earlier report.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
The PACT has four achievement categories: the percentage of students scoring Below Basic, Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced. State and national accountability standards for schools place more value on
higher levels of achievement. Thus, weightings used in the performance indexes give districts with a
higher percentage of students scoring in the PACT’s Proficient and Advanced categories a higher
overall performance index for the PACT. Additional details on how each of the academic performance
indexes was developed are provided below.
Academic performance index scores are relative measures of overall school district performance on
standardized tests. Districts with similar scores on the same index should be regarded as similar
performers on that test. The wider the range of scores among districts on a particular index, the more
confident one can be that the districts are different. The indexes for different tests should not be
directly compared.
Single academic performance indexes are designed to be compared over time. For example, a PACT
Index that is rising over time is a positive indication of achievement, but the district’s ranking among
the state’s other school districts should be examined also, as the same index could be rising in many
other districts as well. Likewise, an index that is falling over time is a negative indication of
achievement. Fluctuations over time in the PACT indexes in particular represent large annual swings in
the percentage of students falling into different achievement categories. Appendix A contains tables of
all 16 academic performance indexes for each school district in the state, including district rankings.
PACT INDEXES
Thirteen academic performance indexes were developed for the PACT for each year from 1999
through 2004:
• Grade 3 ELA and Grade 3 Math
• Grade 4 ELA and Grade 4 Math
• Grade 5 ELA and Grade 5 Math
• Grade 6 ELA and Grade 6 Math
• Grade 7 ELA and Grade 7 Math
• Grade 8 ELA and Grade 8 Math
• PACT Combined Index (includes all grades and tests in a given year)
Strom Thurmond Institute 5 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                               
                 
         
 
         
        
       
          
 
                 
               
              
                  
 
 
                   
                   
   
 
             
 
                 
 
                
                  
                
               
  
 
                
         
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Step One. Using data on PACT performance at the school district level, weights first were assigned
to each of the four achievement categories as follows:
(Number of Below Basic students * 1)
+ (Number of Basic students * 2)
+ (Number of Proficient students * 3)
+ (Number of Advanced students * 4) = RAW SCORE
In other words, a student scoring Advanced on the PACT has four times more “weight,” or influence
on the performance index than a student scoring Below Basic. Districts with larger percentages of
students scoring in the Proficient and Advanced achievement categories will have a higher performance
index than those who have a larger share of their students falling in the Basic and Below Basic
categories.
Step Two. An average raw score for each district was calculated by dividing the raw score by the
total number of students taking the test (ELA or Math) in that grade (third through eighth) in that year
(1999 through 2004):
(RAW SCORE / Number of students taking test) = AVERAGE RAW SCORE
Doing this put each district on equal footing with its average raw score in “per pupil” terms.
Step Three. Average raw scores were converted to standardized index scores ranging from zero to
100. This was achieved using the z-score technique, where 50 was set as the desired mean value of
performance indexes for all districts, and 16.667 (or 50/3) was set as the desired standard deviation.
Academic performance indexes for PACT ELA and Math subtests in each grade were calculated using
this method.
Step Four. The PACT Combined Index was created by adding together equal weights (8.33 percent)
of each of the 12 individual PACT indexes.
Strom Thurmond Institute 6 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                               
     
 
                 
                 
      
 
               
 
        
          
 
                  
        
 
                   
          
 
             
 
                




                   
                   
                
               
               
                  
        
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
HIGH SCHOOL EXIT EXAM INDEX
A single High School Exit Exam Index was created for each year 1999 through 2003. (Performance data
on the 2004 Exit Exam were unavailable from the SDE’s Website.) This index was calculated using the
same method as the PACT indexes.
Step One. Weights were assigned to each of the two achievement categories as follows:
(Number of students failing * 1)
+ (Number of students passing * 2) = RAW SCORE
Thus a student passing the Exit Exam has two times more “weight,” or influence on the Exit Exam
Index than a student failing the exam.
Step Two. An average raw score for each district was calculated by dividing the raw score by the
total number of students taking the test in that year:
(RAW SCORE / Number of students taking test) = AVERAGE RAW SCORE
Step Three. Average raw scores were converted to standardized index scores ranging from zero to
100, as in the PACT indexes.
SAT INDEX
A single SAT Index was created for each year 1999 through 2004. This index is based on the average
composite SAT score for the district in a given year. Unlike the PACT and Exit Exam indexes, the SAT
Index does not add extra information to the district’s composite SAT score. The SAT Index simply
converts average composite SAT scores—which typically range from the 700s to the low 1000s in
South Carolina school districts—into values that range from 0 to 1000. This conversion allows the
SAT Index to be added together with the PACT Combined Index and the High School Exit Exam Index
to create the Total Academic Performance Index.
Strom Thurmond Institute 7 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                               
               
                   
  
 
    
 
               
                   
                
 
       
         
        
 
                   
               
 
 
    
 
               
               
             
                
    
 
               
    
               
  
                 
         
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Step One. Average composite SAT scores for school districts were converted to standardized index
scores ranging from zero to 100, as done in Step Three for the PACT and High School Exit Exam
Indexes.
TOTAL ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INDEX
The Total Academic Performance Index (TAPI) is intended to be a representation of the overall
performance of a South Carolina school district in a given year. The index is the sum of the PACT
Combined Index, the High School Exit Exam Index, and the SAT Index, using the following weights:
• PACT Combined Index 66 percent
• High School Exit Exam Index 17 percent
• SAT Index 17 percent
The PACT Combined Index is given the highest weight in the TAPI because it represents 12 tests in six
grades and is a primary achievement measure for South Carolina schools and school districts.
SCHOOL DISTRICT PEER GROUPS
Three peer groups of school districts were identified to allow comparisons between the three school
districts in Greenwood County and other similar districts around the state. The SDE’s annual school
and district report cards provide comparative statistics on academic achievement in schools (and
districts) with similar levels of poverty in their student population. In this report peer groups were
created for the following:
• School district size (six categories based on the number of students in average daily
membership, or ADM),
• School district fiscal authority (three categories based on full, limited, or no fiscal authority),
and
• School district location (two categories based on whether or not the district is in a county
identified as an economic development competitor with Greenwood County).
Strom Thurmond Institute 8 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                               
             
            
                
                
                   
               
               
       
 
               
           
               
                 




                  
                 
                 
     
 
                 
                 




                
               
                
               
                  
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Data on school district revenues and expenditures per pupil, other district characteristics, and
academic achievement (academic performance indexes) were used to describe the “average” district
within each peer group. The years examined for school district finances differ from those for the
academic performance indexes, but also allow a longer time horizon. Fiscal year 1992 was selected as
the base year, in addition to each year between 1998 and 2002, which was the last year of available
data. These hypothetical peer districts were then compared with each other and the three Greenwood
County districts. Appendix B lists each district’s classification. Data from school district peer groups is
discussed in the next three chapters.
Comparisons on the basis of school district size, fiscal authority, and EDC status reveal interesting
similarities and differences between peer groups but cannot determine cause-and-effect relationships.
Expansion of this study is required to assess the strength of these relationships. Nevertheless, large
differences between groups in one year or over time identify areas of concern and trends to examine
more closely.
DISTRICT SIZE
The state’s school districts were divided into six size categories based on ADM in each year: Less than
2,500 pupils, 2,500 to 4,999 pupils, 5,000 to 7,999 pupils, 8,000 to 11,999 pupils, 12,000 to 19,999
pupils, and 20,000 or more pupils. (These categories differ from those used in the 1999 report to
better reflect current district size.)
Greenwood County’s three school districts vary in size. Greenwood 50 fits in the 8,000 to 11,999 size
class with 9,149 students in 2004. Greenwood 51 and Greenwood 52 both fall in the smallest size
class. Greenwood 51 had 1,220 students and Greenwood 52 had 1,677 students in 2004.
FISCAL AUTHORITY
The state’s school districts and district boards have different legal authority to set their budget and
property tax rates. The board directors in school districts with full fiscal authority are completely
autonomous. The board directors in districts with no fiscal authority must take their budget and tax
rate requests to another level of government for approval, typically the county council. Districts with
limited fiscal authority have some ability to increase their tax rates on an annual basis, but must obtain
Strom Thurmond Institute 9 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
                 
           
 
               
               
               
       
 
     
 
              
            
            
               
  
 
                
                
                  
               
       
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
approval to go beyond this limit. Depending on the district, this may require a referendum, a special
law, or approval by the county council or legislative delegation.
The South Carolina School Boards Association reports that in 2004, 23 districts had full fiscal
authority, 26 districts had no fiscal authority, and 36 districts had limited authority. Greenwood 50,
Greenwood 51, and Greenwood 52 all have no fiscal authority and must obtain county council
approval on their budget and tax rate.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMPETITOR (EDC) COUNTY
The Greenwood Area Chamber of Commerce identified seven counties in South Carolina that it
considers to be economic development competitors—counties that it competes with for industry
location. These counties are: Aiken, Anderson, Florence, Greenville, Lexington, Spartanburg, and York.
They contain 28 school districts. (The three Greenwood County school districts are included in the
non-EDC group.)
How the three Greenwood County school districts compare with districts in the EDC counties is of
particular concern to economic developers in the county. The quality of the local school system is
often an important factor in industry location decisions because it is an indicator of the quality of the
local workforce. Industry executives and managers also look carefully at local schools because that is
where their own children will be educated.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
CHAPTER THREE
WHO WE ARE: STUDENTS AND TEACHERS
This chapter examines and reveals trends in school district characteristics associated with students and
teachers—the main participants in the educational experience. Characteristics of the three
Greenwood County school districts are compared to those for the “average” (or median) district in
each of the three peer groups: size, fiscal authority, and EDC status.4 Tables and figures show how the
Greenwood County districts compare to their peers. A summary discussion of notable comparisons
between peer groups and the Greenwood districts precedes the section of tables and figures.
Most of the information presented in this chapter comes from the SDE’s annual publication, Rankings of
the Counties and School Districts of South Carolina. Thus, years examined are 1992, and 1998 through
2002. The average annual change in the school district characteristic examined was calculated for three
periods: 1992 to 2002, 1998 to 2002, and 2001 to 2002. Growth (or decline) over time indicates a
general trend over the period, although values may fluctuate from year to year.
Characteristics of students and teachers examined include: the student-teacher ratio, average years of
teacher experience, the teacher turnover rate, and the percentage of pupils eligible for free or
reduced-price lunches. District size begins the discussion as a point of reference.
Tables and figures associated with each student or teacher characteristic are placed at the end of this
section. Each group of tables and figures that describes a single student or teacher characteristic is
called an exhibit.
DISTRICT SIZE
• Exhibit 3.1 contains tables and figures on ADM and ADM growth in the three peer groups and the
three Greenwood County school districts.
4 Medians (middle values in a ranked list) were used instead of means (averages) when underlying data was unavailable.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
There is considerable variability in school district size in South Carolina. Greenville was the largest
school district in South Carolina by far in 2002, with 59,729 students. Greenville County is the most
populous county in the state and a single-county school district. At the other end of the scale, four
districts in small, rural counties had less than 1,000 students in 2002: Barnwell 19 (979), Marion 7
(962), Barnwell 29 (947), and Dillon 1 (901). Greenwood 50 is slightly over twice the state median,
with 8,510 students in 2002, and is close to the state median for its size class. Greenwood 51 is below
and Greenwood 52 is above the state median for the under 2,500 size class.
Average daily membership in the median school district in South Carolina was a little over 4,300 in
2002, up from about 3,500 in 1992. This increase was an average annual rate of 2.2 percent per year
between 1992 and 2002. (Growth trends in the six size classes are not very reliable as several districts
have changed size classes over the years.)
In Greenwood County, ADM in the three school districts combined increased from 10,720 students in
1992 to 11,632 in 2002, an average annual increase of 0.8 percent per year. Greenwood 50’s average
increase in ADM over the decade was also at 0.8 percent per year. Greenwood 52 was the fastest-
growing district in percentage terms, increasing an average of 1.4 percent per year since 1992.
Greenwood 51 was the slowest-growing district in the county, with 0.3 percent annual growth in
ADM, on average.
Population differences between peer groups are the most interesting for the EDC group. School
district population grew over three times as fast on average in the districts in EDC counties than it did
in districts in the non-EDC counties. Four of the seven counties in the EDC peer group had overall
population growth between 1990 and 2000 exceeding the state average of 15.1 percent: Aiken (17.8
percent), Greenville (18.6 percent), Lexington (28.9 percent), and York (25.2 percent).
Between 1998 and 2002, student growth in the EDC group averaged 3.4 percent per year, while the
non-EDC group saw a decline of 1.8 percent per year. Greenwood 51 was the only one of the school
districts in Greenwood County to see a decline in ADM between 1998 and 2002. While ADM grew
over this period in Greenwood 50 and 52, the average annual increase was less than one-third of the
average rate in the EDC districts.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
STUDENT-TEACHER RATIO
• Exhibit 3.2 contains tables and figures on the ratio of school membership to the teaching staff
(including special education teachers) in the three peer groups and the three Greenwood County school
districts.
The student-teacher ratio revealed a clear downward trend in every peer group. Over the ten year
period from 1992 to 2002, the student-teacher ratio declined on average 2.5 percent per year
statewide. Every category in each peer group showed a similar decline over the same period. This early
trend was consistent with the SDE’s objective of creating smaller classrooms.
In recent years the downward trend in the student-teacher ratio slowed. Between 1998 and 2002, the
average statewide decline was 2.2 percent per year, and that rate slowed to a decline of only 0.1
percent between 2001 and 2002. The average ratio in 2002 was 14.3 students per member of the
teaching staff.
In Greenwood County the student-teacher ratio in the district may be related to the rate of growth in
ADM. Greenwood 52, with the largest percentage increase in ADM since 1992, also had the smallest
drop in the student teacher ratio between 1992 and 2002. In fact, the student-teacher ratio increased
between 2001 and 2002, leaving the district at 15.4 students per teacher compared to the state
average of 14.3 students per teacher. Greenwood 51, with its slight decline in ADM since 1998, had
the largest fall in the student-teacher ratio. Greenwood 50 was close to the state average in its
student-teacher ratio in 2002 as well as in its rate of decline in that ratio since 1992. Greenwood 50
had moderate growth in ADM over the decade.
TEACHER EXPERIENCE
• Exhibit 3.3 contains tables and figures on the median number of years of teacher experience in the
three peer groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
The median number of years in education for teachers has risen statewide. In 1992, the median was
12.6 years of experience; ten years later it was 13.5 years. Recently years of teacher experience
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
dropped very slightly in several peer group categories. Teachers in the state’s smallest districts had the
most experience at 14.1 years in 2002. This group also had the largest increase in teacher experience
over the decade.
Years of teacher experience in Greenwood 50 were at the state median in 2002. Greenwood 52 had
the highest level of teacher experience at 14.1 years, while Greenwood 51 had the lowest at 11.7
years. Since 1998 the average years of teacher experience grew in Greenwood 50 and 52, while it
dropped in Greenwood 51.
TEACHER TURNOVER
• Exhibit 3.4 contains tables and figures on the median rate of annual teacher turnover in the three peer
groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
One topic that may be of particular importance to school districts is the annual rate of teacher
turnover. High rates of teacher turnover may be related to better teaching opportunities elsewhere
(salaries, facilities, etc.) in addition to teachers leaving the profession entirely. Whatever the cause, the
continuity of teaching staff over time promotes stability in the learning environment, understanding of
the school culture, and ownership in long-term outcomes.
In all peer groups, teacher turnover increased over the decade. However, the rate of teacher turnover
fluctuated from year to year and actually decreased in many peer group categories between 2001 and
2002. Those school districts in EDC counties showed an increase in teacher turnover, compared to
the districts in non-EDC counties, which decreased their rate of teacher turnover. Districts with
12,000 students and above also had relatively high rates of teacher turnover since 1998. The EDC
counties and the larger school districts tend to be located in more urbanized counties that have more
employment opportunities in and outside of teaching.
Greenwood 50 has had a relatively low rate of teacher turnover since 1999. Over the longer term,
Greenwood 51 and 52 had rates of teacher turnover consistent with many other peer group
categories. Between 2001 and 2002, however, Greenwood 51 had an extremely high turnover rate,
turning over 19.3 percent of its teaching staff in that year. Teacher turnover in Greenwood 52
Strom Thurmond Institute 14 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
                 
       
 
 
        
 
                 
             
 
                 
               
                    
                 
                  
       
 
               
                 
                 
                
         
 
 
     
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
increased considerably between 2001 and 2002, but was still well below the state median and the levels
in the other Greenwood districts in 2002.
POVERTY: PUPILS QUALIFYING FOR FREE OR REDUCED LUNCH
• Exhibit 3.5 contains tables and figures on the percentage of students qualifying for free or reduced
lunch in the three peer groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
The percentage of pupils who qualified for free or reduced lunch between the years 1992 to 2002
increased in every category, regardless of district size, fiscal authority, or EDC classification. In 1992
the state average was 44.8 percent; by 2002 it had risen to 48.5 percent. This trend could be related to
any number of factors, including the recession that began in 2000 or a change in eligibility standards.
Whatever the cause, this is a disturbing trend that does not reflect well on the state’s efforts to
improve the welfare of its citizens.
Greenwood 50’s percentage of pupils qualifying for free or reduced lunch followed the state trend,
although it did not increase as rapidly toward the end of the decade. Greenwood 51 started the
decade well below the state average, but ended slightly above at 48.9 percent of its students qualifying
for free or reduced lunch. Greenwood 52 had the lowest percentage of students qualifying in 1992
(29.3 percent) as well as in 2002 (37.8 percent)
[EXHIBITS 3.1 THROUGH 3.5 FOLLOW]
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.1. Average Daily Membership (K-12)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) 26,434 26,814 26,979 26,879 27,218 0.3% 0.4% 1.3%
12, 000-20,000 (5) 13,181 15,174 15,617 15,826 16,127 2.0% 1.5% 1.9%
8,000-12,000 (4) 9,475 9,461 9,297 9,313 9,136 -0.4% -0.9% -1.9%
5,000-8,000 (3) 6,288 6,641 6,588 6,427 6,114 -0.3% -2.0% -4.9%
2,500-5,000 (2) 3,384 3,648 3,597 3,541 3,558 0.5% -0.6% 0.5%
Less than 2,500 (1) 1,315 1,411 1,335 1,255 1,340 0.2% -1.3% 6.7%
State Median 3,536 4,120 4,213 4,255 4,383 2.2% 1.6% 3.0%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) 8,145 8,478 8,450 8,762 8,806 0.8% 1.0% 0.5%
Greenwood 51 (1) 1,162 1,209 1,230 1,204 1,197 0.3% -0.2% -0.6%
Greenwood 52 (1) 1,413 1,571 1,602 1,594 1,629 1.4% 0.9% 2.2%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.1, continued. Average Daily Membership (K-12)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







District in EDC County
EDC 4,137 4,579 4,779 5,055 5,237 2.4% 3.4% 3.6%
Non-EDC 3,444 3,993 3,974 3,779 3,709 0.7% -1.8% -1.8%
Fiscal Authority
Full 7,297 8,482 8,525 8,651 8,510 1.5% 0.1% -1.6%
Limited 3,258 4,107 4,125 4,109 4,137 2.4% 0.2% 0.7%
None 2,735 2,842 2,783 2,700 2,839 0.4% 0.0% 5.1%
State Median 3,536 4,120 4,213 4,255 4,383 2.2% 1.6% 3.0%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 8,145 8,478 8,450 8,762 8,806 0.8% 1.0% 0.5%
Greenwood 51 1,162 1,209 1,230 1,204 1,197 0.3% -0.2% -0.6%
Greenwood 52 1,413 1,571 1,602 1,594 1,629 1.4% 0.9% 2.2%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit 3.2. Ratio of School Membership to the Teaching Staff
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) 18.7 15.6 15.2 14.4 14.4 -2.6% -2.0% 0.0%
12, 000-20,000 (5) 18.6 16.1 15.5 14.5 14.4 -2.5% -2.7% -0.6%
8,000-12,000 (4) 18.1 15.2 14.8 13.9 14.2 -2.4% -1.8% 1.6%
5,000-8,000 (3) 18.3 15.7 15.5 14.9 14.5 -2.3% -2.0% -2.3%
2,500-5,000 (2) 18.2 15.8 15.3 14.2 14.4 -2.3% -2.3% 1.1%
Less than 2,500 (1) 18.0 15.2 14.5 13.8 13.5 -2.8% -2.9% -2.1%
State Average 18.4 15.6 15.2 14.3 14.3 -2.5% -2.2% -0.1%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) 18.4 15.3 14.7 14.6 14.4 -2.4% -1.6% -1.9%
Greenwood 51 (1) 18.2 16.5 15.5 14.1 14.0 -2.6% -4.0% -0.6%
Greenwood 52 (1) 17.0 15.6 16.1 15.3 15.4 -1.0% -0.4% 0.7%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.2, continued. Ratio of School Membership to the Teaching Staff
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







District in EDC County
EDC 18.5 15.9 15.4 14.6 14.6 -2.3% -2.0% 0.1%
Non-EDC 18.3 15.5 15.0 14.1 14.1 -2.6% -2.3% -0.2%
Fiscal Authority
Full 18.3 15.4 14.9 14.2 14.2 -2.5% -2.0% -0.1%
Limited 18.6 16.0 15.5 14.7 14.7 -2.3% -2.1% 0.2%
None 18.3 15.5 15.0 14.0 13.9 -2.7% -2.7% -0.5%
State Average 18.4 15.6 15.2 14.3 14.3 -2.5% -2.2% -0.1%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 18.4 15.3 14.7 14.6 14.4 -2.4% -1.6% -1.9%
Greenwood 51 18.2 16.5 15.5 14.1 14.0 -2.6% -4.0% -0.6%
Greenwood 52 17.0 15.6 16.1 15.3 15.4 -1.0% -0.4% 0.7%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.3. Median Years of Total Education Experience of Teachers (Excluding Special Education)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) 12.6 13.1 13.1 13.0 13.0 0.4% -0.2% 0.0%
12, 000-20,000 (5) 12.6 13.2 13.2 13.5 13.4 0.6% 0.4% -0.7%
8,000-12,000 (4) 13.1 13.9 13.5 13.6 13.5 0.3% -0.8% -1.1%
5,000-8,000 (3) 12.8 12.9 13.0 12.9 12.7 0.0% -0.4% -1.6%
2,500-5,000 (2) 12.6 13.3 13.0 13.4 13.8 0.9% 0.8% 2.6%
Less than 2,500 (1) 11.9 13.1 12.7 13.0 14.1 1.7% 1.8% 8.1%
State Median 12.6 13.3 13.1 13.3 13.5 0.7% 0.5% 1.5%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) 12.8 13.0 13.1 13.3 13.5 0.5% 0.9% 1.5%
Greenwood 51 (1) 10.5 12.8 12.5 12.5 11.7 1.1% -2.2% -6.4%
Greenwood 52 (1) 12.8 12.7 12.6 12.9 14.1 1.0% 2.6% 9.3%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.3, continued. Median Years of Total Education Experience of Teachers
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







District in EDC County
EDC 13.2 13.8 13.6 13.4 13.4 0.2% -0.6% 0.4%
Non-EDC 12.4 13.1 13.0 13.2 13.6 0.9% 1.0% 3.0%
Fiscal Authority
Full 12.9 13.9 13.4 13.4 13.6 0.5% -0.5% 1.5%
Limited 12.3 13.3 13.2 13.2 13.4 0.9% 0.2% 1.5%
None 12.4 13.0 12.6 12.8 13.6 0.9% 1.2% 6.2%
State Median 12.6 13.3 13.1 13.3 13.5 0.7% 0.5% 1.5%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 12.8 13.0 13.1 13.3 13.5 0.5% 0.9% 1.5%
Greenwood 51 10.5 12.8 12.5 12.5 11.7 1.1% -2.2% -6.4%
Greenwood 52 12.8 12.7 12.6 12.9 14.1 1.0% 2.6% 9.3%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit 3.4. Teacher Turnover Rate
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) 9.9% 10.8% 11.5% 13.1% 13.5% 3.2% 5.6% 2.7%
12, 000-20,000 (5) 9.8% 9.4% 11.1% 12.3% 12.6% 2.5% 7.7% 2.4%
8,000-12,000 (4) 9.1% 10.2% 10.9% 12.2% 12.2% 3.0% 4.6% 0.0%
5,000-8,000 (3) 8.3% 10.2% 10.7% 12.8% 12.5% 4.2% 5.2% -2.3%
2,500-5,000 (2) 7.1% 10.8% 11.6% 13.5% 11.9% 5.3% 2.5% -11.9%
Less than 2,500 (1) 12.2% 14.1% 13.7% 15.5% 13.6% 1.1% -0.9% -12.3%
State Median 9.2% 11.1% 11.9% 13.3% 12.5% 3.1% 3.0% -6.0%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) 10.0% 13.1% 10.4% 12.2% 11.8% 1.7% -2.6% -3.3%
Greenwood 51 (1) 14.1% 13.8% 13.8% 15.0% 19.3% 3.2% 8.7% 28.7%
Greenwood 52 (1) 9.5% 14.1% 9.8% 7.1% 10.2% 0.7% -7.8% 43.7%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.4, continued. Teacher Turnover Rate
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







District in EDC County
EDC 7.1% 9.0% 9.8% 12.0% 12.3% 5.6% 8.1% 2.5%
Non-EDC 9.8% 11.5% 12.7% 14.2% 12.8% 2.7% 2.7% -9.9%
Fiscal Authority
Full 8.6% 9.3% 11.0% 11.9% 11.8% 3.2% 6.1% -0.8%
Limited 8.3% 11.0% 11.8% 13.4% 12.7% 4.4% 3.7% -5.2%
None 10.8% 13.2% 13.7% 14.8% 12.9% 1.8% -0.5% -12.5%
State Median 9.2% 11.1% 11.9% 13.3% 12.5% 3.1% 3.0% -6.0%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 10.0% 13.1% 10.4% 12.2% 11.8% 1.7% -2.6% -3.3%
Greenwood 51 14.1% 13.8% 13.8% 15.0% 19.3% 3.2% 8.7% 28.7%
Greenwood 52 9.5% 14.1% 9.8% 7.1% 10.2% 0.7% -7.8% 43.7%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
Strom Thurmond Institute 23 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
            
 
       
 
       
   
              
               
             
            
            
            
              
            
           
             
             
             





     
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.5. Percent of Pupils Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) 43.5% 47.7% 45.0% 45.8% 46.8%
12, 000-20,000 (5) 34.1% 32.3% 30.4% 31.0% 32.8%
8,000-12,000 (4) 39.6% 51.9% 49.0% 49.5% 50.9%
5,000-8,000 (3) 51.1% 56.1% 55.2% 53.0% 55.8%
2,500-5,000 (2) 53.6% 55.5% 55.0% 57.8% 58.6%
Less than 2,500 (1) 61.6% 65.7% 65.4% 66.7% 69.7%
State Average 44.8% 48.7% 46.6% 47.3% 48.5%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) 45.6% 47.2% 46.5% 46.8% 48.1%
Greenwood 51 (1) 36.8% 41.3% 44.4% 45.5% 48.9%
Greenwood 52 (1) 29.3% 36.5% 37.4% 36.0% 37.8%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 3.5, continued. Percent of Pupils Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Lunch
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change







District in EDC County
EDC 32.3% 36.6% 35.0% 36.4% 38.1%
Non-EDC 51.8% 55.8% 53.5% 53.9% 55.0%
Fiscal Authority
Full 42.3% 47.3% 45.4% 46.2% 47.6%
Limited 40.5% 44.0% 42.2% 43.3% 45.0%
None 56.4% 59.0% 56.1% 55.8% 56.3%
State Average 44.8% 48.7% 46.6% 47.3% 48.5%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 45.6% 47.2% 46.5% 46.8% 48.1%
Greenwood 51 36.8% 41.3% 44.4% 45.5% 48.9%
Greenwood 52 29.3% 36.5% 37.4% 36.0% 37.8%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
CHAPTER FOUR
WHAT WE GOT: SCHOOL DISTRICT FINANCES
This chapter examines and reveals trends in school district finances—expenditures in different areas of
school district operation and the revenues that support them. Along with students and teachers,
finances are another major input into the educational experience. Characteristics of the three
Greenwood County school districts are compared to those for the “average” (or median) district in
each of the three peer groups: size, fiscal authority, and EDC status.
Tables and figures associated with each area of expenditure or revenue are placed at the end of this
section. Each group of tables and figures that describes a single student or teacher characteristic is
called an exhibit. All expenditures and revenues are presented in per pupil terms to allow comparison
between groups.
Most of the information presented in this chapter comes from the South Carolina Department of
Education’s annual publication, Rankings of the Counties and School Districts of South Carolina. Years
examined are 1992 and 1998 through 2002, the most recent year available. The average annual change
in school district finances was calculated for three periods: 1992 to 2002, 1998 to 2002, and 2001 to
2002. Growth (or decline) over time indicates a general trend over the period, although values may
fluctuate from year to year. Growth in expenditures and revenues is adjusted to remove the effects of
inflation.
EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL
When people think of school finances, they usually think of school operations. School district
operations can be divided into three main areas: instruction and instructional support, leadership, and
support functions. The remainder of school district expenditures is associated with capital projects and
debt service on the bonds issued to fund those projects. Because school districts vary considerably in
the timing and amount of bond issues for capital projects, expenditures in these areas are excluded
from the discussion. Tables and figures on per pupil spending on debt and capital projects are located
in Appendix C, along with additional spending and revenue detail.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
TOTAL EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL ON OPERATIONS
• Exhibit 4.1 contains tables and figures on total expenditures per pupil on operations in the three peer
groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
Between 1992 and 2002 school district operating expenditures per pupil rose at an average rate of 3.2
percent per year, adjusted for inflation. The average district had total expenditures per pupil on
operations of $7,272 per pupil in 2002, compared to $4,098 in 1992.
The larger school districts consistently had lower expenditures per pupil on total operations than the
smaller districts. In 2002, the group of districts in the largest size class had average expenditures per
pupil on operations of $7,119 compared to $8,255 for the group with less than 2,500 students. A
number of the state’s smallest school districts are located in rural counties where transportation costs
are higher due to longer bus routes and older buildings may require more costly upkeep. Larger school
districts may also benefit from economies of scale in purchasing and administration.
The group of districts in EDC counties consistently spent several hundred dollars less per pupil on
operations than did the group of districts in non-EDC counties. This difference may be related in part
to the fact that many of the districts in the EDC counties are relatively larger districts and benefit from
their size.
The group of districts with no fiscal authority consistently had the highest per pupil spending on
operations over the years, while the group with limited fiscal authority had the lowest level. While it is
tempting to attribute these differences to fiscal authority, further analysis is required before any such
conclusion can be reached.
Within Greenwood County, Greenwood 51 had the highest per pupil spending on operations in 2001
and 2002 but the lowest level of per pupil spending on operations in 1992. As a result, Greenwood 51
had the highest rate of growth in per pupil spending on operations over the decade—4.2 percent per
year on average after adjusting for inflation. Greenwood 50 and 52 both had much slower rates of
growth in spending over this period than the state average.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL FOR INSTRUCTION AND INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT
• Exhibit 4.2 contains tables and figures on total expenditures per pupil for instruction and instructional
support in the three peer groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
This spending category was nearly three-quarters of total spending on operations in 2002. This
category grew at an average rate of 3.8 percent per year between 1998 and 2002 in inflation-adjusted
terms (data for 1992 is not available), clearly driving the level and growth in total spending per pupil on
operations. As with total operations per pupil, on average the smaller school districts spent more than
the larger districts on instruction and instructional support. There is a relatively higher level of poverty
in the state’s small, rural school districts, which brings a variety of challenges to the classroom.
Spending per pupil in this category increased between 1998 and 2002 at an average rate of 6.4 percent
per year in Greenwood 51, after adjusting for inflation. In 2002, this district had the highest spending in
the county in this category ($5,424). All categories in all peer groups, as well as the Greenwood
County districts, saw increased spending per pupil for instruction and instructional support since 1998.
One component of instruction and instructional support is spending on teacher in-service and training.
This spending category is related to the professional development and training of teachers who are
currently under contract with a school district. Despite the fact that it is only about one percent of
spending per pupil on instruction and instructional support, it contributes to the quality of teaching
students receive. Average spending in this category statewide was $55 per pupil in 2002. Four of the
six peer groups by size reduced spending per pupil on teacher in-service and training between 2001
and 2002. This trend may be temporary and related to tight district budgets during and following the
recession. If this trend persists, however, it may warrant closer scrutiny. Between 1998 and 2002,
Greenwood 50 reduced per pupil spending only very slightly. Greenwood 51 and 52 had very large
increases in spending in this area over the same period, with spending per pupil jumping nearly 92
percent in Greenwood 51 and 34 percent in Greenwood 52. The tables and figures on spending on
teacher in-service and training are located in Appendix C.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
MEDIAN ANNUAL CONTRACTED SALARY FOR CLASSROOM TEACHERS
• Exhibit 4.3 contains tables and figures on the median annual contracted salary for classroom teachers
in the three peer groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
Average teacher’s salary can be an indicator of several things: a school district’s willingness to pay, a
district’s ability to pay, and the likelihood of teacher turnover. The median teacher salary in the state in
2002 was $39,250, up 2.6 percent (inflation-adjusted) from $37,360 in 2001. Over the longer term
since 1992, the median teacher salary in the state increased about 1.1 percent a year.
Median salaries were between $39,300 and $40,900 in all size categories except the smallest, where
they dropped to $37,104. Over the entire period, the median salary in the group of EDC counties was
about $2,000 higher than in the other group. Also, the median teacher salary in the group of districts
with full fiscal authority was highest ($40,681) compared to the median salary in the group with limited
fiscal authority ($39,848) and no fiscal authority ($37,556).
The school districts in Greenwood County—all with no fiscal authority—had noticeably lower average
teacher salaries than the EDC group and all but the smallest size class. Greenwood 52 had the highest
average teacher salary in 2002 ($39,018) compared to $38,839 in Greenwood 50 and a much lower
$35,802 in Greenwood 51.
EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL FOR LEADERSHIP
• Exhibit 4.4 contains tables and figures on expenditures per pupil for leadership in the three peer groups
and the three Greenwood County school districts.
Leadership includes administration at both the district and school level. Spending per pupil on
leadership clearly shows the effect of economies of scale. It is well below $600 per pupil in the two
largest size classes, but rises to $926 in the smallest size class. No matter how large or small, each
school district in the state has a superintendent and staff, and each school within the district has a
principal and staff.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Average spending per pupil on leadership was about $100 less in the districts in the EDC group than in
the non-EDC group in 2002. The difference was slightly less but still persisted in the earlier years. As
with total operations spending per pupil, this difference may be related more to the size of the district
than its EDC status. The group of districts with full fiscal authority had the lowest level of per pupil
spending on leadership ($575), while the group with no fiscal authority had the highest ($690).
Statewide, spending per pupil on leadership grew at a somewhat slower pace (3.3 percent per year on
average, inflation-adjusted) than spending per pupil on instruction and instructional support (3.3
percent per year). Growth in spending per pupil on leadership was much faster in the group of very
small districts than in any of the larger size groups. It was about the same in the EDC and non-EDC
groups, and was slowest in the group of districts with full fiscal authority and fastest in the group with
no fiscal authority.
Levels of per pupil spending on leadership in the Greenwood school districts may also be related to
the size of the district. In 2002, Greenwood 50 had spending per pupil of $535, below the level in its
peer size group. Greenwood 51 was fairly close to the average in the smallest size group with $877 in
per pupil spending on leadership. Greenwood 52 was much lower than its size group at $608 in per
pupil spending on leadership—very close to the state average of $610.
In inflation-adjusted terms, per pupil spending on leadership fell between 1992 and 2002 in both
Greenwood 50 (-0.9 percent per year) and Greenwood 52 (-1.4 percent per year). Between 2001 and
2002, per pupil spending in this area in Greenwood 52 declined a whopping 14.4 percent. In contrast,
Greenwood 51 increased its per pupil spending on leadership dramatically between 1999 and 2001
(2000 data was unavailable from the SDE), from $667 to $825, with an additional increase to $877 in
2002. Greenwood 51 had per pupil spending on leadership very close to that in Greenwood 52
through 1999.
EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL ON SUPPORT FUNCTIONS
• Exhibit 4.5 contains tables and figures on expenditures per pupil on support functions in the three peer
groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
School district support functions include the following areas: safety, pupil food services, building upkeep
and maintenance, transportation, and business services. Tables and figures with per pupil spending
detail in each of these areas can be found in Appendix C.
Support functions were 19 percent of per pupil spending on operations in 2002, up slightly from 17.8
percent in 1992. This category grew 3.9 percent per year on average between 1992 and 2002, after
adjusting for inflation. Growth over this period was slightly higher in the districts in the two smallest
size groups (4.3 percent and 4.7 percent per year) and in the non-EDC group (4.0 percent per year).
There was not much difference in long term growth between the different fiscal authority peer groups.
In Greenwood County, Greenwood 52 had the lowest level of per pupil spending on support functions
($1,011 in 2002) of the three districts in all years examined, while Greenwood 51 had the highest level
($1,448 in 2002). Long term average annual growth in inflation-adjusted per pupil spending on support
functions was slowest in Greenwood 50 at 1.5 percent per year between 1992 and 2002. It was highest
in Greenwood 51 at 4.8 percent per year, on average. Per pupil spending in this category dropped
nearly 10 percent in Greenwood 51 between 2001 and 2002, however. It continued to rise in the
other two districts.
REVENUE PER PUPIL
REVENUE PER PUPIL FROM FEDERAL SOURCES
• Exhibit 4.6 contains tables and figures on revenue per pupil from federal sources in the three peer
groups and the three Greenwood County school districts.
Federal funds come to school districts mainly for entitlement programs such as Title I money for
schools with a relatively high share of students below the poverty. The state average for federal funding
was $752 per pupil in 2002, but there was a great deal of variation between districts.
Districts in the two smallest size groups collected the highest level of federal funds per pupil. Districts
with between 2,500 and 5,000 pupils received $945 per pupil in federal revenue on average in 2002,
while the group of districts with less than 2,500 pupils received a much higher $1,546 per pupil. In
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
South Carolina, some of the state’s smallest school districts are also its poorest, which explains most
of these revenue differences. Changes to federal programs are the likely cause for the large jump in
federal funding per pupil seen in all peer groups between 1999 and 2001.
Greenwood 51 received the most federal revenue—$1,103 per pupil in 2002, up from $634 the
previous year, an inflation-adjusted increase of 70 percent. Ten years earlier, the three Greenwood
County school districts each received similar amounts of federal funding per pupil, with Greenwood 51
receiving the lowest amount at $327 per pupil.
REVENUE PER PUPIL FROM STATE SOURCES
• Exhibit 4.7 contains tables and figures on revenue per pupil from state sources in the three peer groups
and the three Greenwood County school districts.
State funding for school districts took a large hit when growth in the state’s income and sales tax
revenues declined as a result of the recent recession. Between 2001 and 2002, state revenues per pupil
dropped 13.3 percent (inflation-adjusted) on average statewide. Even without factoring out inflation,
the drop in revenue is clear! In fact, the only peer group that did not see a state revenue decline in that
year was the group of districts in the smallest size class. Some of these very small districts receive
relatively high levels of state revenue when compared to other districts because of their limited ability
to raise local revenue through property taxes. Over the decade, state revenue per pupil increased at
an average rate of 3.1 percent per year. This rate of increase would have been higher had revenue
continued to increase into 2002.
Many of the instances of slowed growth or decline in per pupil spending that were discussed above are
likely the result of this drop in state funding per pupil. Greenwood 50 had a relatively small decline in
state revenue per pupil (-5.1 percent) between 2001 and 2002 compared to the other districts in the
county. Greenwood 51 experienced a 23.9 percent drop in that one year, and Greenwood 52 had a
25.1 percent drop. Over the decade since 1992, Greenwood 52 had an average annual decline of 1.4
percent per year in state revenue per pupil (inflation-adjusted), although in reality all of that decrease
occurred in the last year.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Despite revenue growth and decline since 1992, levels of state revenue per pupil did not vary much
between the different peer groups. The only exception was the group of districts in the smallest size
class, as explained above. The majority of state revenue to school districts is allocated using a formula
based on the number of students in the district and other factors.5 
Levels of state revenue per pupil were fairly similar in the three Greenwood County school districts in
1992. By 1998, this situation had changed and state revenue per pupil in Greenwood 50 and 51 was 24
to 26 percent higher, respectively, than in Greenwood 52. In 2002, Greenwood 52’s state funding per
pupil was $2,458. Greenwood 50’s state funding level of $3,883 was 158% of Greenwood 52’s funding
level. Greenwood 51, the district with the most limited property tax base, had state revenue per pupil
of $4,476 in 2002. This was 182 percent of Greenwood 52’s level!
REVENUE PER PUPIL FROM LOCAL SOURCES
• Exhibit 4.8 contains tables and figures on revenue per pupil from local sources in the three peer groups
and the three Greenwood County school districts.
Property taxes are the main source of local revenue for school districts, although they also collect
much smaller amounts of revenue in activity and lunch fees. The ability of a school district to raise
revenue is highly dependent upon the strength and diversity of its property tax base. A school district
in an area with considerable developed land and a good mix of residential, commercial, and industrial
property can raise a lot more revenue per mill6 than can a school district in an area with a lot of
agricultural and undeveloped land and little commercial and industrial property. Consequently,
property owners in school districts with a limited tax base often pay a higher tax rate in mills on their
property than do property owners in wealthier counties.
The state’s funding formula under the Education Finance Act (EFA) attempts to redress this imbalance
by giving poor districts relatively more state funding per pupil. However, the EFA formula provides
5 For a detailed discussion of state and local sources of school funding, see Financing Education in South Carolina: A Citizens
Guide (Clemson, SC: Strom Thurmond Institute, forthcoming Summer 2005).
6 A mill is 1/1,000th of a dollar in assessed value. Commercial and industrial properties have a higher assessed value relative
to their appraised value than do owner-occupied homes and non-corporate agricultural properties.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
relief for poor districts for only a portion of local required funds. The “maintenance of effort”
requirement in the Education Improvement Act makes it difficult for schools to avoid pushing the
property tax hard, especially when state revenue growth slows or declines as it has in recent years.
Between 1998 and 2002, the average annual growth in local revenue per pupil (3.7 percent per year)
was much faster than the growth in state revenue per pupil (2.0 percent per year). This was the case
despite the fact that local revenue per pupil declined in every peer group between 2001 and 2002. The
average decline statewide in this year was 15.4 percent, which suggests that districts around the state
were struggling to raise money from tax bases and property owners adversely affected by the
recession, despite concurrent drops in revenue per pupil from state sources. Differences in average
local revenue per pupil were fairly small between the three groups of districts with full, limited, and no
fiscal authority.
Levels and growth of local revenue per pupil in the three Greenwood County school districts illustrate
the individual variation that underlies the peer group averages. Greenwood 51, with the most limited
property tax base in the county, consistently had the lowest local revenue per pupil throughout the
decade. It received much higher levels of state funding per pupil, though. Conversely, Greenwood 52,
which has a relatively prosperous tax base, had the highest local revenue per pupil and relatively low
levels of state revenue per pupil.
Greenwood 50 and 52 continued to increase their local revenue per pupil to help fill the gap when
state revenue per pupil declined in 2002, but Greenwood 51 had a decline in local revenue per pupil,
leaving it with a more severely strained budget than the other two districts. All three districts had a
decrease in total revenue per pupil (federal, state, and local revenue combined) between 2001 and
2002. Greenwood 51 had by far the largest decline at 13 percent for the year. (Tables and figures with
total revenue per pupil are located in Appendix C.)
[EXHIBITS 4.1 THROUGH 4.8 FOLLOW]
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.1. Expenditures per Pupil on Operations (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $4,052 $5,402 $5,750 $6,845 $7,119 3.1% 3.8% 1.6%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $3,937 $5,440 $5,728 $6,832 $7,108 3.4% 3.6% 1.6%
8,000-12,000 (4) $4,207 $5,714 $5,999 $7,166 $7,282 2.9% 3.0% -0.7%
5,000-8,000 (3) $4,109 $5,575 $5,908 $6,746 $7,279 3.2% 3.6% 5.4%
2,500-5,000 (2) $4,132 $5,663 $6,027 $7,193 $7,492 3.4% 3.9% 1.7%
Less than 2,500 (1) $4,200 $5,950 $6,434 $7,887 $8,255 4.3% 5.2% 2.2%
State Average $4,098 $5,556 $5,887 $6,990 $7,272 3.2% 3.7% 1.6%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $4,206 $5,632 $6,002 $6,624 $6,873 2.4% 1.9% 1.4%
Greenwood 51 (1) $3,995 $5,419 $5,643 $7,264 $7,780 4.2% 6.1% 4.6%
Greenwood 52 (1) $4,327 $5,573 $5,688 $6,501 $6,703 1.8% 1.5% 0.7%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
**Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.1, continued. Expenditures per Pupil on Operations
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $4,029 $5,378 $5,698 $6,713 $6,954 2.9% 3.4% 1.2%
Non-EDC $4,137 $5,661 $6,000 $7,161 $7,470 3.4% 3.9% 1.9%
Fiscal Authority
Full $4,108 $5,556 $5,864 $6,923 $7,267 3.2% 3.7% 2.5%
Limited $3,996 $5,371 $5,706 $6,772 $7,009 3.1% 3.6% 1.1%
None $4,252 $5,868 $6,236 $7,487 $7,742 3.5% 3.9% 1.0%
State Average $4,098 $5,556 $5,887 $6,990 $7,272 3.2% 3.7% 1.6%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $4,206 $5,632 $6,002 $6,624 $6,873 2.4% 1.9% 1.4%
Greenwood 51 $3,995 $5,419 $5,643 $7,264 $7,780 4.2% 6.1% 4.6%
Greenwood 52 $4,327 $5,573 $5,688 $6,501 $6,703 1.8% 1.5% 0.7%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit 4.2. Expenditures per Pupil for Instruction and Instructional Support
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $3,904 $4,152 $4,951 $5,194 4.1% 2.5%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $3,974 $4,191 $4,977 $5,217 3.7% 2.4%
8,000-12,000 (4) $4,145 $4,342 $5,152 $5,312 3.1% 0.7%
5,000-8,000 (3) $4,046 $4,304 $4,848 $5,286 3.6% 6.5%
2,500-5,000 (2) $4,004 $4,290 $5,077 $5,350 4.2% 2.9%
Less than 2,500 (1) $4,137 $4,472 $5,274 $5,751 5.2% 6.5%
State Average $4,007 $4,250 $5,019 $5,280 3.8% 2.8%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $4,154 $4,457 $4,951 $5,177 2.4% 2.1%
Greenwood 51 (1) $3,753 $3,908 $4,857 $5,454 6.4% 9.7%
Greenwood 52 (1) $4,046 $4,089 $4,824 $5,085 2.6% 2.9%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1991-1992 and 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.2, continued. Expenditures per Pupil for Instruction and Instructional Support
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $3,944 $4,169 $4,879 $5,106 3.4% 2.2%
Non-EDC $4,045 $4,298 $5,105 $5,389 4.1% 3.1%
Fiscal Authority
Full $4,065 $4,272 $5,029 $5,317 3.7% 3.3%
Limited $3,868 $4,119 $4,838 $5,086 3.8% 2.7%
None $4,141 $4,433 $5,313 $5,555 4.3% 2.1%
State Average $4,007 $4,250 $5,019 $5,280 3.8% 2.8%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $4,154 $4,457 $4,951 $5,177 2.4% 2.1%
Greenwood 51 $3,753 $3,908 $4,857 $5,454 6.4% 9.7%
Greenwood 52 $4,046 $4,089 $4,824 $5,085 2.6% 2.9%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.3. Median Annual Contracted Salary for Classroom Teachers
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $28,242 $33,487 $34,245 $37,777 $40,091 0.9% 1.4% 3.7%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $28,661 $35,130 $35,748 $39,092 $40,870 1.0% 0.7% 2.1%
8,000-12,000 (4) $28,641 $34,584 $34,937 $38,162 $40,254 0.8% 0.7% 3.0%
5,000-8,000 (3) $28,025 $33,571 $34,588 $37,499 $39,381 0.8% 0.9% 2.6%
2,500-5,000 (2) $27,403 $33,535 $34,711 $38,276 $40,002 1.2% 1.3% 2.1%
Less than 2,500 (1) $25,815 $31,253 $32,105 $35,601 $37,104 1.0% 1.2% 1.8%
State Median $27,193 $33,104 $33,911 $37,360 39,250 1.1% 1.1% 2.6%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $27,032 $32,727 $33,644 $36,899 $38,839 1.0% 1.2% 2.8%
Greenwood 51 (1) $25,086 $30,899 $30,988 $34,620 $35,802 1.0% 0.6% 1.0%
Greenwood 52 (1) $28,283 $32,750 $33,596 $38,167 $39,018 0.6% 1.3% -0.1%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.3, continued. Median Annual Contracted Salary for Classroom Teachers
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $28,734 $34,360 $35,108 $38,571 $40,412 0.8% 0.9% 2.3%
Non-EDC $26,901 $32,469 $33,281 $36,658 $38,548 1.0% 1.2% 2.7%
Fiscal Authority
Full $28,620 $34,725 $35,558 $38,948 $40,681 0.9% 0.8% 2.0%
Limited $27,221 $33,673 $34,711 $38,122 $39,848 1.2% 1.1% 2.1%
None $26,658 $31,319 $32,262 $35,759 $37,556 0.8% 1.4% 2.6%
State Median $27,193 $33,104 $33,911 $37,360 $39,250 1.1% 1.1% 2.6%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $27,032 $32,727 $33,644 $36,899 $38,839 1.0% 1.2% 2.8%
Greenwood 51 $25,086 $30,899 $30,988 $34,620 $35,802 1.0% 0.6% 1.0%
Greenwood 52 $28,283 $32,750 $33,596 $38,167 $39,018 0.6% 1.3% -0.1%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.4. Expenditures per Pupil for Leadership
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $465 $450 $485 $554 $566 -0.6% 2.6% -0.3%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $423 $416 $434 $514 $538 -0.2% 3.4% 2.3%
8,000-12,000 (4) $441 $462 $504 $598 $599 0.5% 3.4% -2.2%
5,000-8,000 (3) $456 $491 $512 $595 $651 1.0% 4.0% 6.8%
2,500-5,000 (2) $453 $536 $553 $651 $692 1.7% 3.3% 3.9%
Less than 2,500 (1) $510 $650 $712 $845 $926 3.4% 5.9% 6.9%
State Average $455 $473 $503 $587 $610 0.4% 3.3% 1.5%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $452 $479 $491 $522 $535 -0.9% -0.3% 0.2%
Greenwood 51 (1) $532 $655 $667 $825 $877 2.4% 4.3% 3.9%
Greenwood 52 (1) $540 $648 $664 $694 $608 -1.4% -4.6% -14.4%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.4, continued. Expenditures per Pupil for Leadership
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $426 $426 $455 $539 $552 0.01% 3.43% -0.02%
Non-EDC $471 $502 $533 $617 $647 0.58% 3.27% 2.45%
Fiscal Authority
Full $450 $450 $480 $552 $575 -0.1% 3.1% 1.8%
Limited $447 $466 $494 $585 $601 0.4% 3.3% 0.2%
None $475 $527 $562 $653 $690 1.2% 3.7% 3.2%
State Average $455 $473 $503 $587 $610 0.4% 3.3% 1.5%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $452 $479 $491 $522 $535 -0.9% -0.3% 0.2%
Greenwood 51 $532 $655 $667 $825 $877 2.4% 4.3% 3.9%
Greenwood 52 $540 $648 $664 $694 $608 -1.4% -4.6% -14.4%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.5. Expenditures per Pupil on Support Functions
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992*** 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $714 $1,048 $1,113 $1,315 $1,359 3.9% 3.4% 1.0%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $695 $1,050 $1,103 $1,322 $1,352 4.1% 3.3% -0.1%
8,000-12,000 (4) $762 $1,107 $1,153 $1,380 $1,371 3.3% 2.2% -3.0%
5,000-8,000 (3) $724 $1,038 $1,092 $1,276 $1,342 3.6% 3.3% 2.7%
2,500-5,000 (2) $737 $1,123 $1,184 $1,419 $1,449 4.3% 3.3% -0.3%
Less than 2,500 (1) $770 $1,163 $1,250 $1,515 $1,579 4.7% 4.6% 1.8%
State Average $730 $1,075 $1,134 $1,348 $1,381 3.9% 3.2% 0.1%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $774 $999 $1,054 $1,120 $1,161 1.5% 0.6% 1.3%
Greenwood 51 (1) $702 $1,010 $1,069 $1,569 $1,448 4.8% 6.1% -9.8%
Greenwood 52 (1) $594 $880 $935 $962 $1,011 2.8% 0.3% 2.6%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
*** 1991-1992 operating expenditures data for safety and business
services not included in total for this year only.
.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.5, continued. Expenditures per Pupil on Support Functions
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992** 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $693 $1,009 $1,075 $1,269 $1,296 3.7% 3.2% -0.2%
Non-EDC $751 $1,114 $1,169 $1,397 $1,434 4.0% 3.2% 0.3%
Fiscal Authority
Full $718 $1,041 $1,112 $1,322 $1,375 4.0% 3.9% 1.6%
Limited $703 $1,037 $1,094 $1,310 $1,322 3.8% 3.0% -1.4%
None $798 $1,199 $1,241 $1,460 $1,496 3.8% 2.4% 0.1%
State Average $730 $1,075 $1,134 $1,348 $1,381 3.9% 3.2% 0.1%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $774 $999 $1,054 $1,120 $1,161 1.5% 0.6% 1.3%
Greenwood 51 $702 $1,010 $1,069 $1,569 $1,448 4.8% 6.1% -9.8%
Greenwood 52 $594 $880 $935 $962 $1,011 2.8% 0.3% 2.6%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
Strom Thurmond Institute 44 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
               
 
       
           
              
               
             
            
            
            
              
            
           
             
             
             





       
    
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.6. Revenue per Pupil from Federal Sources (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $415 $480 $504 $622 $702 2.7% 6.6% 10.3%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $314 $340 $352 $440 $502 2.1% 6.9% 11.5%
8,000-12,000 (4) $406 $539 $559 $689 $752 3.6% 5.4% 6.7%
5,000-8,000 (3) $443 $585 $598 $687 $753 2.8% 3.2% 7.0%
2,500-5,000 (2) $502 $611 $648 $769 $945 3.8% 8.1% 20.0%
Less than 2,500 (1) $605 $811 $897 $1,450 $1,546 7.0% 13.9% 4.2%
State Average $429 $514 $537 $668 $752 3.1% 6.6% 9.9%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $377 $529 $588 $587 $631 2.6% 1.3% 4.9%
Greenwood 51 (1) $327 $477 $442 $634 $1,103 10.1% 19.5% 70.0%
Greenwood 52 (1) $322 $432 $391 $456 $607 3.8% 5.5% 29.9%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.6, continued. Revenue per Pupil from Federal Sources
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $316 $395 $414 $519 $604 4.0% 7.8% 13.6%
Non-EDC $491 $585 $610 $760 $844 2.9% 6.2% 8.5%
Fiscal Authority
Full $408 $477 $492 $596 $673 2.4% 5.6% 10.3%
Limited $391 $481 $502 $621 $717 3.5% 7.1% 12.8%
None $527 $636 $676 $881 $958 3.4% 7.3% 6.2%
State Average $429 $514 $537 $668 $752 3.1% 6.6% 9.9%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $377 $529 $588 $587 $631 2.6% 1.3% 4.9%
Greenwood 51 $327 $477 $442 $634 $1,103 10.1% 19.5% 70.0%
Greenwood 52 $322 $432 $391 $456 $607 3.8% 5.5% 29.9%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
Strom Thurmond Institute 46 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
              
 
       
           
              
               
             
            
            
            
              
            
           
             
             
             





       
    
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.7. Revenue per Pupil from State Sources (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $2,016 $2,943 $3,101 $4,167 $3,548 3.1% 1.6% -16.8%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $2,021 $3,066 $3,220 $4,314 $3,667 3.4% 1.4% -17.0%
8,000-12,000 (4) $2,234 $3,183 $3,355 $4,230 $3,931 3.1% 2.2% -9.2%
5,000-8,000 (3) $2,335 $3,264 $3,482 $4,409 $3,841 2.4% 1.0% -14.9%
2,500-5,000 (2) $2,265 $3,233 $3,425 $4,434 $3,959 3.0% 2.0% -12.8%
Less than 2,500 (1) $2,471 $3,443 $3,746 $4,923 $5,383 5.3% 8.4% 6.8%
State Average $2,172 $3,117 $3,293 $4,309 $3,824 3.1% 2.0% -13.3%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $2,339 $3,184 $3,303 $3,999 $3,883 2.5% 1.9% -5.2%
Greenwood 51 (1) $2,453 $3,234 $3,472 $5,748 $4,476 3.5% 5.1% -23.9%
Greenwood 52 (1) $2,187 $2,560 $2,614 $3,206 $2,458 -1.4% -4.1% -25.1%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.7, continued. Revenue per Pupil from State Sources
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $2,154 $3,076 $3,242 $4,272 $3,762 3.0% 1.9% -14.0%
Non-EDC $2,182 $3,141 $3,324 $4,332 $3,863 3.2% 2.1% -12.9%
Fiscal Authority
Full $2,118 $3,084 $3,248 $4,178 $3,679 3.0% 1.3% -14.0%
Limited $2,208 $3,124 $3,316 $4,396 $3,905 3.2% 2.5% -13.2%
None $2,204 $3,163 $3,334 $4,395 $3,945 3.3% 2.4% -12.3%
State Average $2,172 $3,117 $3,293 $4,309 $3,824 3.1% 2.0% -13.3%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $2,339 $3,184 $3,303 $3,999 $3,883 2.5% 1.9% -5.2%
Greenwood 51 $2,453 $3,234 $3,472 $5,748 $4,476 3.5% 5.1% -23.9%
Greenwood 52 $2,187 $2,560 $2,614 $3,206 $2,458 -1.4% -4.1% -25.1%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
Strom Thurmond Institute 48 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
               
 
       
           
              
               
             
            
            
            
              
            
           
             
             
             





        
     
 
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.8. Revenue per Pupil from Local Sources (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $1,631 $2,026 $2,158 $3,308 $2,765 2.7% 4.8% -18.4%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $1,625 $2,070 $2,130 $3,366 $2,862 3.1% 5.1% -16.9%
8,000-12,000 (4) $1,673 $2,190 $2,241 $3,067 $2,675 2.1% 1.9% -14.8%
5,000-8,000 (3) $1,435 $1,862 $1,912 $2,565 $2,327 2.3% 2.5% -11.4%
2,500-5,000 (2) $1,528 $2,008 $2,070 $2,746 $2,485 2.3% 2.2% -11.6%
Less than 2,500 (1) $1,212 $1,771 $1,875 $2,469 $2,279 3.8% 3.2% -9.9%
State Average $1,568 $2,029 $2,116 $3,068 $2,658 2.7% 3.7% -15.4%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $1,645 $2,010 $2,089 $2,447 $2,538 1.8% 2.7% 1.3%
Greenwood 51 (1) $1,327 $1,795 $1,794 $2,444 $2,282 2.9% 2.9% -8.8%
Greenwood 52 (1) $1,856 $2,699 $2,784 $3,878 $4,079 5.4% 7.5% 2.8%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Exhibit 4.8, continued. Revenue per Pupil from Local Sources
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992- 1998- 2001-
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $1,669 $2,022 $2,155 $3,172 $2,685 2.2% 4.0% -17.3%
Non-EDC $1,512 $2,033 $2,093 $3,004 $2,641 3.0% 3.5% -14.1%
Fiscal Authority
Full $1,678 $2,122 $2,232 $3,144 $2,784 2.5% 3.7% -13.5%
Limited $1,434 $1,872 $1,940 $2,894 $2,408 2.6% 3.2% -18.7%
None $1,599 $2,130 $2,212 $3,234 $2,872 3.3% 4.4% -13.3%
State Average $1,568 $2,029 $2,116 $3,068 $2,658 2.7% 3.7% -15.4%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $1,645 $2,010 $2,089 $2,447 $2,538 1.8% 2.7% 1.3%
Greenwood 51 $1,327 $1,795 $1,794 $2,444 $2,282 2.9% 2.9% -8.8%
Greenwood 52 $1,856 $2,699 $2,784 $3,878 $4,079 5.4% 7.5% 2.8%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
Strom Thurmond Institute 50 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
  
     
 
 
              
              
              
                 
               
        
 
               
                 
             
              
                  
         
 
              
              
               
                 
                
                  
                  
                
    
 
           
                 
                
              
   
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
CHAPTER FIVE
HOW WE DID: ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
This chapter examines trends in academic achievement at the school district level. Achievement as
measured by performance on standardized tests is the method by which educational outcomes are
evaluated. This chapter presents academic performance indexes for the PACT (ELA and Math subtests
only), the High School Exit Exam, and the SAT. Emphasis is placed on the Total Academic Performance
Index (TAPI), which incorporates information from the PACT, Exit Exam, and SAT indexes into a
single measure of school district academic achievement.
Levels of academic achievement in the three Greenwood County school districts as measured by the
performance indexes are compared to those for the median district in each of the three peer groups:
size, fiscal authority, and county economic development competitor (EDC) status. Medians are used
exclusively to describe peer groups with the academic performance indexes because they are not
affected by outliers at the top and bottom of the range of performance. Tables and figures show how
the Greenwood County districts compare to their peers.
The academic performance indexes are calculated by the authors. (See Chapter Two for more
information on how they were calculated.) The underlying information on test scores and performance
used in the performance indexes comes from the SDE’s Website. The period examined is 1999
through 2004, the years in which the PACT has been administered and results are available. The total
percentage change in the performance index is calculated for two periods, depending on the last year
of available data (the High School Exit Exam data are only available through 2003; thus the TAPI only
goes through 2003 as well). The value of a given performance index may be compared from year to
year, so growth (or decline) over time indicates a general trend, although values may fluctuate from
year to year.
One additional—and valuable—piece of information is provided about the academic performance
indexes. Index values for each category in each peer group are compared to the state median index
value for that year. The same comparison is made with indexes for the three Greenwood County
school districts. This type of comparison quickly reveals persistent as well as changing relationships
between different peer groups. 
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
For educators and public officials in Greenwood County, the EDC discussions may be the most
thought-provoking. Through the Greenwood Area Chamber of Commerce community leaders have
long been concerned about the relationship between academic achievement, workforce quality, and
economic development. Comparisons of the median performance index (of any given test) in the group
of districts in the EDC counties with those in the three Greenwood County school districts reveals
where the county compares most favorably and unfavorably.
GENERAL TRENDS IN SCHOOL DISTRICT ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE
This section compares academic performance index trends in the three Greenwood County school
districts to trends in the state median index.
TOTAL ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE INDEX
The TAPI is a weighted sum of the three primary indexes: PACT Combined Index (66 percent), SAT
Index (17 percent), and the High School Exit Exam Index (17 percent).
There was substantial improvement in the state median TAPI between 1999 and 2003, although the
median index slipped slightly in 2002 and 2003 (Table 5.1). Greenwood 51 showed improvement in the
TAPI at nearly the same rate as the state median. Greenwood 50 and 52 had slightly slower
improvement over the period, but they both started well above the state median in 1999. Only
Greenwood 51 had a decrease in the TAPI in 2002 and 2003. Greenwood 50 and 52 had TAPI
increases in both years.
The three Greenwood County school districts all did their best in comparison to the state median
TAPI in 1999. This means that the median district in the state made faster gains in academic
performance (as measured by the TAPI) than the gains made by the Greenwood County districts. In
Greenwood 50 and 52, the TAPI as a percentage of the state median TAPI declined in 2000 and 2001
before increasing in 2002 and 2003. With the exception of 2001, Greenwood 51 saw its TAPI slip
relative to the state’s median in every year (Figure 5.1). Figure 5.2 shows each Greenwood County
school district’s rank in the state on the TAPI for the years 1999 through 2003.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 5.1. Total Academic Performance Index
Fiscal Year Growth Over Period
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2003 2002-2003
Index
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 52.8 52.1 N/A 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 N/A 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 N/A 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 N/A 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 110.9% 114.5% N/A -- --
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 92.7% 91.7% N/A -- --
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 116.7% 119.7% N/A -- --
N/A = Not available. The TAPI could not be calculated for 2004 because High School Exit Exam data were unavailable.
Figure 5.1. Total Academic Performance Index, Greenwood County School Districts
and State Median
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Figure 5.2. Rank in State on Total Academic Performance Index, Greenwood County School
Districts (1=high)
Table 5.2 shows the distribution of each school district in the state, by 2003 TAPI. Five districts clearly
emerge as top academic performers: Lexington 5, Anderson 1, York 5, Horry, and Lexington 1. Six
districts were ranked at the bottom in terms of overall academic performance: Lee, Allendale, Florence
4, Hampton 2, Jasper, and Marion 2.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking






75-79.9 Anderson 1, York 5
70-74.9 Horry, Lexington 1
65-69.9
Anderson 2, Anderson 4, Dorchester 2, Oconee, Pickens, Richland 2, Spartanburg 1, Spartanburg 2,
Spartanburg 6, York 2
60-64.9
Aiken, Anderson 5, Florence 5, Greenville, Greenwood 52, Kershaw, Lexington 2, Spartanburg 3,
Spartanburg 5, York 3
55-59.9
Berkeley, Charleston, Dillon 3, Edgefield, Georgetown, Greenwood 50, Laurens 55, Spartanburg 4,
Spartanburg 7, York 1
50-54.9
Abbeville, Anderson 3, Barnwell 29, Barnwell 45, Beaufort, Cherokee, Chesterfield, Florence 1, Florence 2,
Hampton 1, Lancaster, Laurens 56, Lexington 3, Lexington 4, Sumter 02, Sumter 17
45-49.9 Bamberg 1, Chester, Clarendon 2, Clarendon 3, Greenwood 51, Newberry, Richland 1, Union
40-44.9 Colleton, Darlington, Dillon 1, Dillon 2, Florence 3, Marion 1, McCormick, Saluda, Williamsburg
35-39.9 Dorchester 4, Orangeburg 4, Orangeburg 5
30-34.9 Bamberg 2, Barnwell 19, Calhoun, Clarendon 1, Fairfield, Marion 7, Marlboro, Orangeburg 3
25-29.9 Lee





Note: Total academic performance index represents a weighted average of the 2003 PACT, high school exit exam, and
SAT scores. Index values are measures of the average performance of a school district relative to other districts
and are scaled to a range of 0-100. School districts with similar values should be considered similar in overall
academic performance. Districts are listed in alphabetical order within ranges.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
PACT COMBINED PERFORMANCE INDEX
Overall, school districts in South Carolina have made measurable improvements in PACT achievement
since its inception in 1999. Between 1999 and 2004, the median district in the state increased its PACT
Combined Performance Index by 52.7 percent (Table 5.3). The largest annual gains were made in the
first two years the test was administered. These large early gains may be related less to “true”
achievement than to teachers and students becoming familiar with the new testing system as well as
the many changes to the early versions of the subtests. The median district’s gains in the PACT
Combined Performance Index were slower since 2001. The median district’s index dropped slightly in
2003 but increased nearly 12 percent in 2004.
The Greenwood County school districts followed the same general trend as the state median although
their total index gains were lower than those in the median district statewide. Greenwood 51 and 52
both had gains in the PACT Combined Performance Index of close to 40 percent between 1999 and
2004. Greenwood 50’s gains were only slightly slower at 31.4 percent over the period. Greenwood 52
had the largest overall gain in PACT achievement in 2004 (14.4 percent), above the state median.
Greenwood 50 and 51’s gains in the 2004 were below the state median.
Table 5.3. PACT Combined Performance Index
Fiscal Year Growth Over Period
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Index
State Median 37.2 46.5 50.9 53.0 50.9 56.8 52.7% 11.7%
Greenwood 50 49.5 55.8 56.6 59.4 60.4 65.0 31.4% 7.6%
Greenwood 51 38.9 44.6 50.2 51.2 49.7 54.4 39.9% 9.6%
Greenwood 52 51.2 60.0 62.3 63.8 62.5 71.5 39.6% 14.4%
Share of State Median
Greenwood 50 132.9% 120.1% 111.2% 112.2% 118.7% 114.4% -- --
Greenwood 51 104.5% 96.0% 98.6% 96.6% 97.6% 95.8% -- --
Greenwood 52 137.6% 129.2% 122.4% 120.5% 122.9% 125.8% -- --
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
The differences in academic achievement on the PACT between the three Greenwood County school
districts are clear when their index scores are compared to the state median index (Figure 5.3). In
1999, all three districts were above the state median, with Greenwood 50 (133 percent) and
Greenwood 52 (138 percent) well above. Even with strong annual increases in achievement as
measured by the PACT index, these two districts declined quickly relative to the state median in 2000
and 2001. By 2003 and 2004, however, Greenwood 50 and 52 again saw gains in their indexes
compared to the state median although they remained below the 1999 differential. In 2000,
Greenwood 51 slipped below the state median, but stayed in about the same position until 2005, when
its PACT index slipped again to 95.8 percent of the state median. Figure 5.4 shows each Greenwood
County school district’s rank in the state on the PACT Combined Index for the years 1999 through
2004.
Figure 5.3. PACT Combined Performance Index, Greenwood County School Districts
and State Median
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Figure 5.4. Rank in State on PACT Combined Performance Index, Greenwood County School
Districts (1=high)
SAT PERFORMANCE INDEX
The SAT Performance Index is probably the least telling of all the performance indexes because it
simply represents a district’s combined SAT score in a different numerical format.
Between 1999 and 2004, the median district in the state made a gain of 17.9 percent on the SAT index,
although there was a slight drop in 2004 (Table 5.4). Greenwood 51 had the largest gain in
achievement as measured by this index: nearly 50 percent between 1999 and 2004. Greenwood 50 had
a gain over the period of 26.3 percent. Greenwood 52 had a small drop in its SAT index between 1999
and 2004, although this decline was due solely to a very large drop in its index in 2004. Between 1999
and 2003, however, Greenwood 52’s SAT Index climbed 24.7 percent. Average SAT scores fluctuate
considerably over time in some school districts, so this drop may not be of concern unless it persists.
Both Greenwood 50 and Greenwood 52 had SAT Indexes above the state median in most years.
Greenwood 51’s index was at only 74.9 percent of the state median in 1999, but had improved to over
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
90 percent in three of the following five years (Figure 5.5). Figure 5.6 shows each Greenwood County
school district’s rank in the state on the SAT Index for the years 1999 through 2004.
Table 5.4. SAT Index
Fiscal Year Growth Over Period
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Index
State Median 46.8 50.5 52.0 53.9 56.8 55.2 17.9% -2.8%
Greenwood 50 51.0 56.1 54.3 52.1 60.4 64.4 26.3% 6.7%
Greenwood 51 35.1 48.0 48.5 43.1 43.3 52.5 49.8% 21.2%
Greenwood 52 51.8 54.5 52.7 60.8 64.6 50.5 -2.6% -21.8%
Share of State Median
Greenwood 50 108.8% 111.1% 104.5% 96.7% 106.3% 116.6% -- --
Greenwood 51 74.9% 95.1% 93.3% 80.1% 76.4% 95.1% -- --
Greenwood 52 110.8% 108.0% 101.5% 112.9% 113.8% 91.5% -- --
Figure 5.5. SAT Index, Greenwood County School Districts and State Median
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Figure 5.6. Rank in State on SAT Index, Greenwood County School Districts (1=high)
Table 5.5 lists the 2004 combined SAT scores for the peer group of districts in EDC counties and the
three Greenwood County districts. Greenwood 50 had a combined SAT score of 1000 in 2004, right
at the EDC median but still below the levels in 13 districts in the EDC peer group. Greenwood 51 and
52 were much further down the list and below both the median score for the EDC peer group and the
median score for the state. Eight of the districts located in EDC counties had combined SAT scores in
2004 that were below the state median of 959. Florence 4 had the lowest combined SAT score in the
EDC group by far at 793.
HIGH SCHOOL EXIT EXAM INDEX
As with the SAT Index, some individual school districts showed variability on the High School Exit
Exam Index from year to year. The state median district had the slowest growth in the High School
Exit Exam Index compared to the other performance indexes—only 8.1 percent between 1999 and
2003 (Table 5.6). Greenwood 50 and 51 had gains in this index above the state median over the same
period, although Greenwood 52 had a small decline. Greenwood 52’s highest score in this index
occurred in 2000.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 5.5. Combined SAT Scores, 2004
Greenwood County Districts and Districts in EDC Counties
2004 Rank in 2004 Rank in
District District
SAT State SAT State
Lexington 5 1078 1 Spartanburg 4 994 27
Lexington 1 1058 3 York 2 994 27
Spartanburg 6 1053 4 Anderson 2 993 29
Anderson 5 1031 7 Lexington 4 984 31
York 4 1025 10 Florence 5 973 36
Aiken 1017 12 Spartanburg 1 971 37
Spartanburg 7 1016 13 Anderson 4 947 46
York 3 1016 13 Greenwood 51 947 46
Spartanburg 3 1015 15 Florence 1 941 49
Lexington 2 1013 16 Florence 2 939 49
Greenville 1005 19 Greenwood 52 938 52
Spartanburg 2 1002 20 Anderson 3 936 55
Anderson 1 1001 21 Florence 3 875 72
Greenwood 50 1000 22 Florence 4 793 84
Spartanburg 5 1000 22
York 1 1000 22 EDC Median 1000 --
Lexington 3 997 25 State Median 959 --
Greenwood 52’s High School Exit Exam Index fared well in comparison to the state median, although
it declined relative to the state median since 2000 (Figure 5.7). Greenwood 50 was weaker relative to
the state median in this index than in the PACT Combined Index. Greenwood 51’s index reached the
state median only in 2001. Figure 5.8 shows each Greenwood County school district’s rank in the state
on the High School Exit Exam Index for the years 1999 through 2003. A major revision to the High
School Exit Exam will be implemented in South Carolina in 2005.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 5.6. High School Exit Exam Index
Fiscal Year Growth Over Period
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2003 2002-2003
Index
State Median 48.4 50.3 54.8 51.6 52.3 N/A 8.1% 1.3%
Greenwood 50 47.1 46.4 58.3 61.7 56.4 N/A 19.8% -8.6%
Greenwood 51 40.3 49.2 55.1 46.4 45.1 N/A 11.9% -2.9%
Greenwood 52 61.6 65.1 62.8 54.0 59.9 N/A -2.8% 10.8%
Share of State Median
Greenwood 50 97.4% 92.3% 106.4% 119.6% 107.9% N/A -- --
Greenwood 51 83.3% 97.9% 100.6% 89.9% 86.3% N/A -- --
Greenwood 52 127.4% 129.4% 114.7% 104.6% 114.5% N/A -- --
N/A = Not available.
Figure 5.7. High School Exit Exam Index, Greenwood County School Districts and State Median
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Figure 5.8. Rank in State on High School Exit Exam Index, Greenwood County School Districts
(1=high)
Table 5.7 lists the percentage of 10th-graders who passed the High School Exit Exam for the first time
in the peer group of districts in EDC counties and the three Greenwood County districts. It is easy to
see that Greenwood County is competing in economic development with a number of the highest-
achieving school districts in the state. Greenwood 52’s pass rate on the High School Exit Exam was
right at the median for the EDC peer group: 69.8 percent. Greenwood 50’s pass rate of 67.2 percent
was below the EDC median but above the state median of 64.1 percent. With a pass rate of 58.7
percent, Greenwood 51 ranked 62nd in the state out of 85 districts. In the EDC group, only Florence 3
and Florence 4 had a lower percentage of students than Greenwood 51 passing the High School Exit
Exam on the first try.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 5.7. Percentage of 10th Graders Passing the High School Exit Exam,
Greenwood County Districts and Districts in EDC Counties, 2003
Rank in Rank in
District % Pass District % Pass
State State
Lexington 5 86.0% 1 Lexington 4 69.7% 27
Anderson 1 85.3% 2 Spartanburg 3 69.5% 28
Lexington 1 81.9% 4 Spartanburg 6 69.2% 29
Florence 5 81.3% 5 York 2 69.2% 29
York 4 78.1% 6 Anderson 3 69.0% 31
Anderson 5 74.6% 11 Lexington 3 67.7% 34
Aiken 73.7% 13 Greenwood 50 67.2% 35
Anderson 4 73.7% 13 York 3 66.5% 37
Anderson 2 73.3% 15 York 1 66.0% 39
Spartanburg 4 72.6% 16 Florence 1 64.3% 42
Lexington 2 72.4% 17 Florence 2 62.1% 50
Spartanburg 1 71.6% 18 Greenwood 51 58.7% 62
Spartanburg 7 71.4% 19 Florence 3 49.6% 75
Greenville 70.8% 21 Florence 4 32.8% 84
Greenwood 52 69.8% 24
Spartanburg 2 69.8% 24 EDC Median 69.8% --
Spartanburg 5 69.8% 24 State Median 64.1% --
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND DISTRICT SIZE
In South Carolina, the size of a school district in ADM appears to be related to levels of academic
achievement, at least in the smallest districts. However, this relationship is less likely to be the result of
district size than of other factors, such as poverty. The state’s smallest school districts tend to be
located in poor, rural counties with limited property tax bases. The group of districts in the smallest
size class had median TAPI scores between 75 and 80 percent of the state median in all years (Table
5.8). Indeed, the peer groups for the three smallest size classes (less than 5,000 students) did not
exceed the state median in any year.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
In contrast, the TAPI for the median district in each of the three highest size classes (above 8,000
students) exceeded the state median by 10 percent of more in most cases. As a group, the districts
with between 12,000 and 20,000 fared the best in terms of academic achievement. This group contains
five of the 11 top-performing districts in the state as measured by the 2003 TAPI: Lexington 5,
Lexington 1, Richland 2, Dorchester 2, and Pickens. These districts are all located in or near major
urban areas.
Table 5.8. Total Academic Performance Index, District Size Peer Group and Greenwood County Districts
Fiscal Year Change in Index
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2003 2002-2003
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 48.4 57.1 59.9 60.2 59.5 N/A 22.8% -1.1%
12,000-20,000 55.3 63.4 66.2 68.8 68.1 N/A 23.1% -0.9%
8,000-12,000 47.5 53.4 56.5 58.3 58.3 N/A 22.7% 0.0%
5,000-8,000 37.1 45.4 49.1 48.7 51.3 N/A 38.1% 5.3%
2,500-5,000 40.9 45.3 47.1 50.2 52.4 N/A 27.9% 4.4%
<2,500 31.3 38.3 40.0 39.7 41.3 N/A 31.8% 4.0%
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 52.8 52.1 N/A 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 N/A 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 N/A 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 N/A 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
>20,000 117.7% 116.1% 112.9% 113.9% 114.1% N/A -- --
12,000-20,000 134.5% 128.9% 124.9% 130.1% 130.6% N/A -- --
8,000-12,000 115.4% 108.6% 106.6% 110.3% 111.7% N/A -- --
5,000-8,000 90.2% 92.2% 92.6% 92.1% 98.3% N/A -- --
2,500-5,000 99.5% 92.0% 88.8% 95.0% 100.4% N/A -- --
<2,500 76.2% 77.9% 75.4% 75.2% 79.2% N/A -- --
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% N/A -- --
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 110.9% 114.5% N/A -- --
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 92.7% 91.7% N/A -- --
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 116.7% 119.7% N/A -- --
N/A = Not available. The TAPI could not be calculated for 2004 because High School Exit Exam data were unavailable.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Although the larger-sized school district peer groups had higher TAPIs than the smaller ones, the
smaller groups had larger increases in their performance indexes over time. Between 2002 and 2003,
when the median district TAPI in each of the three larger peer groups remained unchanged or
declined, the median TAPI in each of the smaller groups retained its strong growth. Greenwood 50 had
very similar growth in its TAPI compared to its size-based peer group. Greenwood 51 and 52 had
slower growth in the TAPI than in the under-2,500 peer group, but they both started from a much
higher level.
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND FISCAL AUTHORITY
It is particularly tempting to speculate on whether the fiscal authority of a school district has a
measurable impact on its finances or the overall level of academic achievement attained by its students.
The data presented below are suggestive, but the strength of this relationship cannot be evaluated
without further analysis.
In every year between 1999 and 2003, the group of districts with full fiscal authority had the highest
median TAPI, followed by the group of districts with limited fiscal authority, and finally by the group
with no fiscal authority (Table 5.9). Differences relative to the state median persisted over the years as
well. The full-authority group’s median TAPI was approximately 10 percent above the state median.
The limited-authority group was right at the state median, and the no-authority group’s median was
about 90 percent of the state median. Growth in the TAPI in each group was similar between 1999 and
2003: about 10 percent.
The three Greenwood school districts had better TAPI scores relative to the state median than did the
no-authority group, of which they are a part. TAPI growth since 1999 was slower in all three
Greenwood County districts than in all three fiscal authority groups, however.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 5.9. Total Academic Performance Index, Fiscal Authority Peer Group and Greenwood County Districts
Fiscal Year Change in Index
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2003 2002-2003
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 47.5 55.0 56.7 58.0 58.0 N/A 22.2% 0.1%
Limited 41.9 49.2 52.7 52.3 52.3 N/A 24.6% 0.0%
None 36.2 42.1 47.2 48.9 46.1 N/A 27.4% -5.6%
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 52.8 52.1 N/A 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 N/A 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 N/A 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 N/A 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
Full 115.4% 111.8% 106.9% 109.0% 112.9% N/A -- --
Limited 101.9% 100.0% 99.3% 100.2% 99.8% N/A -- --
None 88.0% 85.5% 89.0% 91.1% 89.9% N/A -- --
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% N/A -- --
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 112.2% 118.7% N/A -- --
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 96.6% 97.6% N/A -- --
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 120.5% 122.9% N/A -- --
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMPETITORS
When Greenwood County competes for new industry, it competes with other counties around the
state and nation to provide the best combination of land, location, workforce, and amenities for
managers and workers. The quality of the education system is an indicator of future workforce
preparedness and of the environment in which plant managers and relocating workers will live and
raise their children.
The Greenwood Area Chamber of Commerce identified seven counties in South Carolina that it
competes with for industry location: Aiken, Anderson, Florence, Greenville, Lexington, Spartanburg,
and York. There are 28 school districts in these seven counties, or about one-third of the school
districts in the state.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
There were clear differences in the median TAPI scores between the EDC group and the non-EDC
group. In the five years between 1999 and 2003, the median TAPI in the EDC group was around 120
percent of the state median score (Table 5.10). In the non-EDC group, the median score was only
around 90 percent of the state median in all years. Both groups made substantial gains in the median
TAPI between 1999 and 2003. Growth in the median TAPI was faster in the non-EDC group than in
the EDC group, but the EDC group started at a much higher level.
Within Greenwood County, Greenwood 52 compares most favorably in overall academic achievement
to the EDC group. In 1999, the district’s TAPI exceeded the EDC group’s median TAPI. With the
exception of 2002, Greenwood 52’s TAPI was close to the EDC group’s TAPI in all other years.
Greenwood 50 also compared well to the EDC group in overall academic achievement. Greenwood
51’s level of overall academic achievement was much lower than in the other two districts. The
district’s TAPI was slightly above the non-EDC group median through 2001, but it fell below the non-
EDC group median in 2003.
Table 5.10. Total Academic Performance Index, EDC Peer Group and Greenwood County Districts
Fiscal Year Change in Index
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 52.2 59.7 61.8 64.7 63.0 N/A 20.6% -2.7%
Non-EDC 37.1 43.6 47.2 49.0 48.3 N/A 30.2% -1.4%
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 52.8 52.1 N/A 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 N/A 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 N/A 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 N/A 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
EDC 126.9% 121.4% 116.6% 122.5% 120.8% N/A -- --
Non-EDC 90.2% 88.6% 89.0% 92.7% 92.7% N/A -- --
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% N/A -- --
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 110.9% 114.5% N/A -- --
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 92.7% 91.7% N/A -- --
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 116.7% 119.7% N/A -- --
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Figures 5.9 through 5.12 compare the TAPI, PACT Combined Index, SAT Index, and High School Exit
Exam Index scores for the three Greenwood County school districts to the EDC group median and
the highest and lowest-scoring districts within the EDC group. For the TAPI and PACT Combined
Index, these two districts were consistently Lexington 5 (highest) and Florence 4 (lowest) in all years.
Note that the EDC median TAPI and PACT indexes are both about the same as those in Greenwood
52—the district with the overall highest level of academic achievement in the county.
Figure 5.9. Total Academic Performance Index, Greenwood County School Districts
and EDC Districts
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Figure 5.10. PACT Combined Performance Index, Greenwood County School Districts
and EDC Districts
Figure 5.11. SAT Performance Index, Greenwood County School Districts and EDC Districts
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Figure 5.12. High School Exit Exam Index, Greenwood County School Districts and EDC Districts
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
CHAPTER SIX
RELATIVE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND OTHER MEASURES
This chapter reveals additional relationships between educational inputs and outcomes in South
Carolina school districts. The first analysis of relative academic performance examines how well
districts might be expected to do on the PACT when other factors about students and teachers are
taken into consideration. The second analysis examines the relationship between district performance
on the High School Exit Exam and the PACT and district location in the state.
RELATIVE ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE IN SOUTH CAROLINA SCHOOL DISTRICTS
The academic performance indexes presented in Chapter Five are measures of absolute academic
achievement in school districts. They are based solely on the results of the PACT (ELA and Math
subtests only), the High School Exit Exam, and the SAT. A school district’s rank in the state on any
given academic performance index shows that its students performed better on average on a particular
test than students in some districts, but not as well as those in others. But academic performance
indexes do not take into account other factors that many affect academic achievement, such as the
level of poverty in students or level of education in teachers.
An analysis of relative academic performance predicts how well districts might be expected to do on
standardized tests given certain non-test factors in the district. These predicted scores then can be
compared to actual scores to see if the district is doing better than, about the same as, or worse than
other districts with a similar profile. The relative academic performance analysis differs from the peer
group comparisons made in Chapters Three, Four, and Five because it measures the strength of the
statistical relationship between academic achievement and the other factors under consideration. The
following factors were used to predict each South Carolina school district’s average PACT Combined
Index over the four-year period from 2001 to 2004:
• The percentage of students in the district eligible for free and/or reduced lunch,
• The percentage of teachers in the district with advanced degrees, and
• The district’s average student-teacher ratio.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
The relative academic performance analysis is based on the same general methodology used in the
1999 education benchmarking report for Greenwood County and two later studies on the relationship
between PACT performance and poverty from the Jim Self Center on the Future at the Strom
Thurmond Institute.7 The latter two studies were conducted at the school level. This district-level
analysis will be placed on the JSCF Website as a separate report.
Table 6.1 lists the top ten districts in the state doing better than predicted on the PACT and Table 6.2
lists the bottom ten districts in the state doing worse than predicted. Predicted and actual PACT
Combined Index average scores for the period 2001 through 2004 are included for reference. The
results of this analysis are notable at the top and bottom of the scale.
In 2004, the Horry County School District was the fourth-highest district in the state in academic
achievement as measured by the TAPI. Yet in the relative performance analysis, the district also took
top honors as the district whose actual average PACT Combined Index (2001-2004) exceeded its
predicted index by the largest amount. Horry was followed by Williamsburg, a district with a much
lower average PACT index but a similarly large difference between its predicted and actual PACT
Index scores. These two districts had differences between their actual and predicted average PACT
Combined Index scores that were statistically significant at the 10 percent level.
Other districts that had smaller but still notable differences between their actual and predicted average
PACT Combined Index scores include a mix of wealthier and poorer, and smaller and larger districts
from around the state. In the relative performance analysis, Greenwood 50 and Greenwood 52 both
had actual average PACT Combined Index scores that were slightly higher than expected. In other
words, these two districts were performing at about the level of other districts in the state with similar
levels of student poverty, teacher education, and student-teacher ratios.
7 H. Gregory Hawkins, Understanding “Poor” Performance: Palmetto Achievement Challenge Test (PACT) Scores and Poverty
(Clemson, SC: JSCF, Strom Thurmond Institute, July 2001), viewed at:
http://www.scfuture.clemson.edu/education/pact/pact2001.pdf, and H. Gregory Hawkins and Robert H. Becker, The Relative
Performance Matrix: A Framework for Evaluating School-Level Performance on Standardized Tests (Clemson, SC: JSCF, Strom
Thurmond Institute, September 2001), viewed at: http://www.scfuture.clemson.edu/education/rpmreport01.pdf.
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Rank in Statec Interpretation
Horry 71.88 55.81 +16.08 1 District scores statistically
significantly higher than
expected.
Williamsburg 47.54 34.12 +13.41 2 District scores statistically
significantly higher than
expected.
Sumter 2 53.51 45.85 +7.66 3 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Bamberg 2 33.74 26.46 +7.28 4 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Florence 2 55.86 48.64 +7.22 5 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Clarendon 1 32.52 25.55 +6.98 6 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Lexington 5 86.36 79.41 +6.94 7 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Anderson 1 79.47 72.60 +6.87 8 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Dillon 2 43.57 37.21 +6.36 9 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Dillon 3 54.17 47.94 +6.23 10 District scores substantially
higher than expected.
Greenwood 50 60.37 57.32 +3.05 28 District scores slightly
higher than expected.
Greenwood 52 65.05 64.46 +0.59 42 District scores slightly
higher than expected.
aActual PACT Combined Performance Index score, 2001-2004 average. bExpected PACT Combined Performance Index score, 2001-2004
average, estimated using regression model. cRank in state based on actual minus predicted index score.
A number of school districts had actual PACT performance worse than predicted by the relative
academic performance analysis. The Jasper and Chester County school districts had actual average
PACT Combined Index scores over the period 2001 to 2004 that were significantly lower than
expected (10 percent level of statistical significance). Eight other districts around the state—including
Greenwood 51—had actual average PACT Combined Index scores that were substantially lower than
expected.
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Rank in Statec Interpretation
Jasper 26.88 40.13 -13.25 85 District scores statistically
significantly lower than
expected.
Chester 43.29 55.74 -12.45 84 District scores statistically
significantly lower than
expected.
Lancaster 50.57 60.96 -10.39 83 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
Spartanburg 4 56.30 66.67 -10.38 82 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
Hampton 2 26.01 34.12 -8.11 81 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
York 3 64.58 72.18 -7.60 80 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
Barnwell 45 47.93 55.31 -7.38 79 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
Fairfield 33.41 40.02 -6.61 78 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
Greenwood 51 51.37 57.65 -6.28 77 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
Cherokee 51.77 57.88 -6.12 76 District scores substantially
lower than expected.
aActual PACT Combined Performance Index score, 2001-2004 average. bExpected PACT Combined Performance Index score, 2001-2004
average, estimated using regression model. cRank in state based on actual minus predicted index score.
The relative academic performance analysis provides educators and policymakers with information on
school districts that deserve a closer look, even if they are not one of the highest absolute academic
achievers in the state. It also provides a note of warning for those districts that are doing more poorly
than expected. While this analysis cannot determine the factors behind relatively high or low academic
achievement, it can reveal the school districts that may have useful (or cautionary) information to
share.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE AND SCHOOL DISTRICT LOCATION
The following analysis is a cross-tabulation of school district academic achievement data as it pertains
to the High School Exit Exam and the PACT. The percentage of students passing the High School Exit
Exam in the 10th grade and the percentage of students scoring Proficient and Advanced in the ELA and
Math subtests of the PACT (grades 3 through 8) was examined to see if clear differences emerged in
achievement based on the location of the district in the state. Exit Exam data was examined for five
years (1999 to 2003) and PACT data was examined for six years (1999 to 2004). School districts were
classified into three groups:
• Whether the district was located in a county that could be considered urban, rural, or balanced
in its population,
• Whether the district was located in the northern (in and northwest of Columbia) or southern
(southeast of Columbia) part of the state, and
• Whether the district was located in one of the seven Economic Development Competitor
(EDC) counties or not.
The analyses briefly described below will be expanded in future reports.
Urban/Rural/Balanced Classification
Classification of a school district based on an urban, rural, or balanced county population influenced the
percentage of students who met the standard on the High School Exit Exam.
Based upon the 2000 census data, school districts were classified based on the percentage of the
county population that was urban or rural. If more than 62.5 percent of the county population fell into
either the urban or rural classification in 2000, a district was assigned to the appropriate category. If
less than 62.5 percent of the population was found in one of the categories, the district population was
classified as balanced (Appendix A).
When Exit Exam data was cross-tabulated with the urban/rural/balanced classification, distinct
differences in the percentage of students passing the High School Exit Exam were observed. While less
variation was seen between those districts that were urban and balanced, clear variations were
observed when rural districts were compared to both balanced and urban.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Classification of a school district based on an urban, rural, or balanced county population influenced the
percentage of students who scored either Proficient or Advanced on the PACT ELA and Math subtests.
When district-level PACT data was cross-tabulated with the urban/rural/balanced classification, further
differences were observed. Variations were seen between all three district classifications. Most
notably, higher percentages of students scored Proficient and Advanced on the PACT in the urban
districts, fewer in the balanced districts, and even fewer in the rural districts.
North-South Geographic Orientation
The North-South geographic orientation of a school district influenced the percentage of students who met the
standard on the High School Exit Exam.
The criteria used to determine a district’s geographic orientation was based on their position relative
to the center of the state. Those districts located in counties around and northwest of the Columbia
area were classified as Northern districts. Those districts located in counties southeast of Columbia
were classified as Southern districts.
When High School Exit Exam data was cross-tabulated based on a district’s North-South geographic
orientation, clear variations in the percentage of students passing the test were observed when
Northern districts were compared to Southern districts. Districts in the North had higher percentages
of students who met the standard on the exam than districts in the South.
The North-South geographic orientation of a school district influenced the percentage of students who scored
either Proficient or Advanced on the PACT ELA and Math subtests.
When PACT data was cross-tabulated based on a district’s North-South geographic orientation, higher
percentages of students scored Proficient and Advanced on the tests in the Northern districts than in
the Southern districts.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Economic Development Competitor County
The EDC classification of a school district influenced the percentage of students who met the standard on the
High School Exit Exam.
The counties identified as economic development competitors to Greenwood County were Aiken,
Anderson, Florence, Greenville, Lexington, Spartanburg, and York. All other counties in South Carolina
were classified as non-economic development competitors. School districts were assigned the
classification for their county. When Exit Exam data was cross-tabulated according to EDC
classification, the districts in EDC counties had higher percentages of students who met the standard
on the high school exit exam than the districts that were in the remaining 39 counties.
The EDC classification of a school district influenced the percentage of students who scored Proficient or
Advanced on the PACT ELA and Math subtests.
When PACT data was cross-tabulated according to EDC classification, the districts in the EDC
counties had higher percentages of students who scored Proficient or Advanced on the PACT ELA and
Math subtests than the districts that were in the remaining 39 counties.
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RELATIVE SAT AND EXIT EXAM PERFORMANCE:
PREDICTIVE VALUE OF DROPOUT RATES AND OTHER SELECTED VARIABLES
During the course of this research, questions arose among Greenwood County leaders regarding the
possible influence of dropout rates on Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and Exit Exam performance in
Greenwood County school districts. Statistical analyses of these relationships were requested, along
with the development of predictive models addressing performance on these two tests.
Predictive modeling provides two opportunities to better understand achievement. First, statistical
modeling allows interested individuals to better understand how one or more “variables” or “inputs”
influences a particular outcome, such as district-level performance on the SAT. For example, the
strength of the relationship between dropout rates and SAT performance can be quantified to
determine if there is any statistically significant or meaningful pattern—such that as one measure
increases there is a consistent, statistically significant corresponding increase or decrease with the
other measure. Second, predictive modeling can address the combined influences of two or more
“variables” or “inputs” on a particular outcome. For example, one may wish to understand how levels
of poverty, teacher characteristics, and student-teacher ratio are collectively related to performance
on the Exit Exam.
To avoid misinterpretation, predictive modeling examines the typical, statistically significant influences
of “inputs” on “outcomes.” This process does not constitute causation. For example, the number of
miles driven per year may be strongly related to the number of automobile accidents and useful for
predictive purposes, yet it is irrational to say simply that “miles driven causes accidents.”
When statistically significant predictive models are developed, one then has the opportunity to more
closely examine performance levels within the context of a school or school district’s specific
characteristics. That is, given the statistically established influences of various “inputs,” does a given
school or school district perform better or worse than would be predicted given their particular
circumstances?
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
The purposes of this chapter are:
• Determine if there is a relationship between dropout rates, SAT index scores, and Exit
Exam index scores.8 
• Develop, as needed, statistically sound alternative predictive models
• Determine “relative performance” by comparing actual performance levels to expected
performance levels derived from the predictive models
• Describe the relative performance of Greenwood County School Districts and compare to
other select districts
MEASUREMENTS & METHODOLOGY
Several variables were assessed for their contribution to statistically significant predictive models
concerning SAT and Exit Exam performance at the district level, and three primary statistical analysis
methodologies were utilized. The following table lists and defines the variables utilized and discussed in
this chapter.
8Measurements of achievement on the SAT and Exit Exam are based upon the Total Academic Performance Index used throughout this report.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 7.1. Study Variables
Variable Definition
Average, Annual Dropout Percentage School District Average Annual Dropout Percentage, 2001-2004
School District Average Total Academic Performance Index Score on 10th Grade Exit
Average, Exit Exam Index Score
Exam, 2001-20039 
School District Average Percentage of Student Population Classified as Non-White,
Average, Percentage Minority
2001-200210 
School District Average Percentage of Student population Eligible for Free or Reduced
Average, Percentage Free or Reduced
Lunch, 2001-200211 
School District Average Percentage of Teachers with Either Masters, Six-Year
Average, Percentage Advanced Teachers
Certificate, or Doctorate Degree, 2001-2004
Average, SAT Index Score School District Average Total Academic Performance Index Score on SAT, 2001-2004
Average, Student-Teacher Ratio School District Average Number of Students Per Teacher, 2001-2004
Source: SC Department of Education.




• Standardization of Values (Z-Scores)
HYPOTHESIS: ARE DROPOUT RATES SIGNIFICANTLY
RELATED TO SAT AND EXIT EXAM ACHIEVEMENT?
The initial general question of interest is whether or not dropout rates are related to, and are
significant predictors of, performance on the SAT and Exit Exam. Correlation analysis, which measures
the significance of the relationship between variables, and linear regression modeling, which determines
9This analysis does not include 2004 Exit Exam data. The SC Department of Education reported several errors with the 2004 Exit Exam data which has
not been resolved to date.
10Subsequent years of data were not consistent with 2001-2002 data; however, the estimates used are sufficient as population dynamics are not subject to
dramatic shifts over short time periods.
11Refer to previous footnote. Measures of poverty and minority population are essentially collinear.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
the value a variable has (or variables have) in predicting a particular outcome, were performed to
answer the following specific questions:
• Is there a statistically significant relationship between Average Annual Dropout Percentage and
Average SAT Index Score?
• What is the value of Average Annual Dropout Percentage as a predictor of Average SAT Index
Score?
• Is there a statistically significant relationship between Average Annual Dropout Percentage and
Average Exit Exam Index Score?
• What is the value of Average Annual Dropout Percentage as a predictor of Average Exit Exam
Index Score?
DROPOUT RATES AND SAT SCORES
There is no statistically significant relationship between average annual dropout percentage and
average SAT index score. The relationship is a negative one, meaning that as dropout rates increase
there is typically a decrease in SAT scores. However, the relationship is very weak (r = -0.11,
significance level = 0.344, standard error = 14.52), indicating there is virtually no basis for expecting
that relationship to consistently manifest itself.
Correspondingly, average annual dropout percentage also has virtually no value as a predictor of
average SAT index score. Only one percent of the variation in average SAT index score is explained
by average annual dropout percentage.
DROPOUT RATES AND EXIT EXAM SCORES
There is no statistically significant relationship between average annual dropout percentage and
average Exit Exam index score. The relationship is, again, a negative one, meaning that as dropout
rates increase there is typically a decrease in Exit Exam scores. However, the relationship is
extremely weak (r = -0.085, significance level = 0.444), indicating there is virtually no basis for
expecting that relationship to consistently manifest itself.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Correspondingly, average annual dropout percentage also has virtually no value as a predictor of
average Exit Exam index score. Less than one percent of the variation in average Exit Exam index
score is explained by average annual dropout percentage.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ON PREDICTIVE VALUE
OF DROPOUT RATES
Somewhat surprisingly, there was no statistically significant relationship between average annual
dropout percentage and any of the other variables considered in the development of predictive
models for this report.
The absence of any statistically significant relationship between the variables identified in the study
leads to additional considerations. What are the potential causes of the outcomes, and what are the
suggested changes to consider with further study?
The answers to these questions may be found in one universal solution: better data. Currently the
SDE calculates and reports dropout data according to the event rate procedure. This method has
historically resulted in very small percentages of dropouts which will likely result in smaller statistical
relationships. The alternative data reporting procedure, cohort rate, will likely result in higher
dropout rates and corresponding more sensitive statistical comparisons.
ALTERNATIVE PREDICTIVE MODELS AND RELATIVE PERFORMANCE
To further address issues related to average SAT index and average SAT index scores, and to allow
for assessment of performance relative to expectations, the authors have developed alternative
predictive models. A number of alternative models were assembled, tested, and either refined or
rejected based upon their combined levels of predictive value and standard error. For both the
average SAT index and average SAT index scores, two alternative models are presented.
• Actionable Predictive Model: The Actionable Predictive Model represents the most
statistically optimal model, in terms of high explanatory value and low standard error, for
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
predicting average Index scores from the available data, and includes factors manipulability
or “actionable” through public policy and/or resources allocations.
• Simple Predictive Model: Consistent with previous research, measures of poverty remain one
of the factors with the greatest predictive value concerning performance on standardized
tests in SC. Average percentage free or reduced eligible remains a statistically powerful
predictor of achievement, and alone is sufficient for considering levels of “expected”
performance. However, using only average percentage free or reduced omits the
traditionally more manipulability factors favored in public policy as solutions to achievement
issues.
In the following sections, the alternative models are presented, and measures of Greenwood County
School Districts’ relative performance and comparisons with other select school districts are provided.
SAT INDEX SCORES: ALTERNATIVE PREDICTIVE MODELS AND
MEASURES OF RELATIVE PERFORMANCE
This section presents two models for examining SAT index scores relative to expectations, the
Actionable Predictive Model and the Simple Predictive Model.
Actionable Predictive Model
The Actionable Predictive Model represents the most statistically optimal model, in terms of high
explanatory value and low standard error, for predicting average SAT index scores from the available
data, and includes factors manipulable or “actionable” through public policy or resource allocation.
This model includes three independent or “predictor” variables:
SAT Index Scores = fn (Average Percentage Teachers with Advanced Degrees, Average Student Teacher Ratio,
Average Percentage Free or Reduced)
This model explains over 73 percent of the variation in SAT index scores (r2 = 0.737) while exhibiting
a relatively low standard error of 7.92. The predictive model, including coefficients for calculating
expected SAT index scores, is expressed:
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
SAT Index expected = 71.37 - 65.25 (Avg. Pct. Free or Reduced) + 0.88 (Avg. Student Teacher Ratio) – 0.24 (Avg. Pct. Teachers
with Advanced Degrees)
The accepted predictive model allows for the integration or accounting of characteristics specific to
given school districts, resulting in reasonable estimates of expected performance levels. The following
table (7.2) presents measures of SAT index performance for Greenwood County schools and other
select districts,12 including measures of performance relative to levels expected based upon the
predictive model. The table offers:
• District: Name of the district
• Actual SAT Index Score: Average SAT score for the district on the Total Academic
Performance Index, 2001-2004
• Expected SAT Index Score: Average SAT score expected based upon the Actionable
Predictive Model, 2001-2004
• Difference: A measure of performance relative to expectation; actual SAT index score
minus expected SAT index score
• Performance Relative to Expectation: Using standardized values (Z-Scores) for difference
values, an indication of the statistical significance of levels of performance relative to
expectations based upon the Actionable Predictive Model
12The districts used for general comparative purposes were identified by Greenwood County leaders as being in “economic development competitor”
counties.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 7.2. SAT Index: Actual Versus Expected (Actionable Model) 2001-2004
District
Actual SAT Expected SAT Performance Relative to
Index Score Index Score Difference Expectation
Aiken 67.34 58.77 +8.57 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.10)
Anderson 1 66.56 73.48 -6.92 Lower (Z-Score = -0.89)
Anderson 2 63.99 66.77 -2.78 Slightly Lower (Z-Score = -0.36)
Anderson 3 58.56 59.47 -0.91 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.12)
Anderson 4 59.06 66.54 -7.48 Lower (Z-Score = -0.96)
Anderson 5 67.90 62.93 +4.97 Higher (Z-Score = +0.64)
Florence 1 52.41 56.84 -4.43 Lower (Z-Score = -0.57)
Florence 2 53.02 47.97 +5.05 Higher (Z-Score = +0.65)
Florence 3 41.50 40.12 +1.38 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.18)
Florence 4 22.37 33.68 -11.31 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.45)
Florence 5 58.11 55.32 +2.79 Higher (Z-Score = +0.36)
Greenville 65.50 68.69 -3.19 Lower (Z-Score = -0.41)
Lexington 1 77.41 73.41 +4.00 Higher (Z-Score = +0.52)
Lexington 2 67.01 61.41 +5.60 Higher (Z-Score = +0.72)
Lexington 3 52.86 54.17 -1.31 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.17)
Lexington 4 57.39 49.10 +8.29 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.07)
Lexington 5 79.87 78.55 +1.32 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.17)
Spartanburg 1 56.77 66.59 -9.82 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.26)
Spartanburg 2 63.87 70.72 -6.85 Lower (Z-Score = -0.88)
Spartanburg 3 62.92 58.07 +4.85 Higher (Z-Score = +0.63)
Spartanburg 4 62.76 65.66 -2.90 Lower (Z-Score = -0.37)
Spartanburg 5 63.09 62.85 +0.24 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.03)
Spartanburg 6 74.61 66.40 +8.21 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.06)
Spartanburg 7 65.89 49.05 +16.84 Significantly Higher (Z-Score = +2.17)
York 1 62.31 62.94 -0.63 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.08)
York 2 66.34 69.63 -3.29 Lower (Z-Score = -0.42)
York 3 68.91 73.04 -4.13 Lower (Z-Score = -0.53)
York 4 75.40 81.01 -5.61 Lower (Z-Score = -0.72)
Greenwood 50 57.78 57.23 +0.55 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.07)
Greenwood 51 46.87 57.72 -10.85 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.40)
Greenwood 52 57.16 62.90 -5.74 Lower (Z-Score = -0.74)
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Simple Predictive Model
The Simple Predictive Model constitutes a model employing one predictor variable, wherein SAT
index scores are predicted as a function of poverty:
SAT Index Scores = fn (Average Percentage Free or Reduced)
Consistent with previous research, measures of poverty exhibit the greatest predictive value
concerning performance on standardized tests in SC. Average percentage free or reduced lunch
eligible remains a statistically powerful predictor of achievement, and alone is sufficient for considering
levels of “expected” performance. However, using only average percentage free or reduced omits the
traditionally more manipulable factors favored in public policy as solutions to achievement issues.
This model, using the single poverty predictor variable, explains 71 percent of the variation in SAT
index scores (r2 = 0.710) with a relatively low standard error of 8.17. With the previously discussed
Actionable Predictive Model, which includes measures of advanced teacher training and student-
teacher ratio, only a two-percentage point increase in explanatory value is gained. The predictive
model, including coefficients for calculating expected SAT index scores, is expressed:
SAT Index expected = 90.61 – 68.19 (Avg. Pct. Free or Reduced)
The Simple Predictive Model allows estimation of specific school districts’ expected levels of
performance on the SAT index given its poverty level, and the subsequent comparison of actual and
expected performance. The following table presents measures of SAT index performance for
Greenwood County schools and other select districts,13 including measures of performance relative to
levels expected based upon the predictive model. The table offers:
• District: Name of the district
• Actual SAT Index Score: Average SAT score for the district on the Total Academic
Performance Index, 2001-2004
• Expected SAT Index Score: Average SAT score expected based upon the Simple Predictive
Model, 2001-2004
13The districts used for general comparative purposes were identified by Greenwood County leaders as being in “economic development competitor”
counties.
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• Difference: A measure of performance relative to expectation; actual SAT index score
minus expected SAT index score
• Performance Relative to Expectation: Using standardized values (Z-Scores) for difference
values, an indication of the statistical significance of levels of performance relative to
expectations based upon the Simple Predictive Model
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 7.3. SAT Index: Actual Versus Expected (Simple Model) 2001-2004
Actual SAT Expected SAT Performance Relative to
District Index Score Index Score Difference Expectation
Aiken 67.34 58.80 +8.54 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.05)
Anderson 1 66.56 71.58 -5.02 Lower (Z-Score = -0.62)
Anderson 2 63.99 64.43 -0.44 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.05)
Anderson 3 58.56 58.49 +0.07 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.01)
Anderson 4 59.06 64.22 -5.16 Lower (Z-Score = -0.63)
Anderson 5 67.90 62.38 +5.52 Higher (Z-Score = +0.68)
Florence 1 52.41 56.07 -3.66 Lower (Z-Score = -0.45)
Florence 2 53.02 48.40 +4.62 Higher (Z-Score = +0.57)
Florence 3 41.50 39.26 +2.24 Higher (Z-Score = +0.28)
Florence 4 22.37 36.88 -14.51 Significantly Lower (Z-Score = -1.77)
Florence 5 58.11 54.44 +3.67 Higher (Z-Score = +0.45)
Greenville 65.50 68.28 -2.78 Lower (Z-Score = -0.34)
Lexington 1 77.41 73.29 +4.12 Higher (Z-Score = +0.51)
Lexington 2 67.01 60.78 +6.23 Higher (Z-Score = +0.77)
Lexington 3 52.86 54.64 -1.78 Lower (Z-Score = -0.22)
Lexington 4 57.39 50.38 +7.01 Higher (Z-Score = +0.86)
Lexington 5 79.87 79.46 +0.41 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.05)
Spartanburg 1 56.77 66.03 -9.26 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.14)
Spartanburg 2 63.87 68.76 -4.89 Lower (Z-Score = -0.60)
Spartanburg 3 62.92 59.48 +3.44 Higher (Z-Score = +0.43)
Spartanburg 4 62.76 64.02 -1.26 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.15)
Spartanburg 5 63.09 64.63 -1.54 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.19)
Spartanburg 6 74.61 65.28 +9.33 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.15)
Spartanburg 7 65.89 50.04 +15.85 Significantly Higher (Z-Score = +1.95)
York 1 62.31 61.83 +0.48 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +0.06)
York 2 66.34 71.18 -4.84 Lower (Z-Score = -0.60)
York 3 68.91 70.19 -1.28 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.16)
York 4 75.40 81.64 -6.24 Lower (Z-Score = -0.77)
Greenwood 50 57.78 58.25 -0.47 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.06)
Greenwood 51 46.87 58.42 -11.55 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.42)
Greenwood 52 57.16 65.45 -8.29 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.02)
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
EXIT EXAM SCORES: ALTERNATIVE PREDICTIVE MODELS AND
MEASURES OF RELATIVE PERFORMANCE
This section presents two models for examining Exit Exam index scores relative to expectations, the
Actionable Predictive Model and the Simple Predictive Model.
Actionable Predictive Model
The Actionable Predictive Model represents the most statistically optimal model, in terms of high
explanatory value and low standard error, for predicting average Exit Exam index scores from the
available data, and includes factors manipulable or “actionable” through public policy or resource
allocation. This model includes four independent or “predictor” variables:
SAT Index Scores = fn (Average Percentage Teachers with Advanced Degrees, Average Student Teacher Ratio,
Average Percentage Minority, Average Percentage Free or Reduced)
This model explains over 72 percent of the variation in Exit Exam index scores (r2 = 0.723) while
exhibiting a relatively low standard error of 7.81. The predictive model, including coefficients for
calculating expected Exit Exam index scores, is expressed:
Exit Exam Index expected = 57.92 – 36.91 (Avg. Pct. Free or Reduced) – 16.22 (Avg. Pct. Minority) +
0.88 (Avg. Student Teacher Ratio) – 0.24 (Avg. Pct. Teachers with
Advanced Degrees)
The accepted predictive model allows for the integration or accounting of characteristics specific to
given school districts, resulting in reasonable estimates of expected performance levels. The following
table presents measures of Exit Exam index performance for Greenwood County schools and other
select districts,14 including measures of performance relative to levels expected based upon the
predictive model. The table offers:
• District: Name of the district
14The districts used for general comparative purposes were identified by Greenwood County leaders as being in “economic development competitor”
counties.
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
• Actual Exit Exam Index Score: Average Exit Exam score for the district on the Total
Academic Performance Index, 2001-2004
• Expected Exit Exam Index Score: Average Exit Exam score expected based upon the
Actionable Predictive Model, 2001-2004
• Difference: A measure of performance relative to expectation; actual Exit Exam index score
minus expected Exit Exam index score
• Performance Relative to Expectation: Using standardized values (Z-Scores) for difference
values, an indication of the statistical significance of levels of performance relative to
expectations based upon the Actionable Predictive Model 
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 7.4. Exit Exam: Actual Versus Expected (Actionable Model) 2001-2004
Actual Exit Exam Expected Exit Performance Relative to
District Index Score Exam Index Score Difference Expectation
Aiken 64.36 55.63 +8.73 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.16)
Anderson 1 77.81 71.92 +5.89 Higher (Z-Score = +0.79)
Anderson 2 64.81 64.75 +0.06 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = +.019)
Anderson 3 51.50 59.39 -7.89 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.03)
Anderson 4 61.61 63.48 -1.87 Lower (Z-Score = -0.23)
Anderson 5 66.14 59.21 +6.93 Higher (Z-Score = +0.92)
Florence 1 57.98 53.84 +4.14 Higher (Z-Score =+0.55)
Florence 2 53.27 48.08 +5.19 Higher (Z-Score =+0.69)
Florence 3 32.15 40.06 -7.91 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.03)
Florence 4 34.28 32.82 +1.46 Higher (Z-Score = +0.20)
Florence 5 72.44 59.23 +13.21 Significantly Higher (Z-Score = +1.75)
Greenville 61.35 64.78 -3.43 Lower (Z-Score = -0.44)
Lexington 1 76.35 72.78 +3.57 Higher (Z-Score = +0.48)
Lexington 2 64.32 61.78 +2.54 Higher (Z-Score = +0.35)
Lexington 3 63.21 52.67 +10.54 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.40)
Lexington 4 49.06 52.64 -3.58 Lower (Z-Score = -0.46)
Lexington 5 82.25 73.90 +8.35 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.11)
Spartanburg 1 64.28 67.65 -3.37 Lower (Z-Score = -0.43)
Spartanburg 2 64.54 70.03 -5.49 Lower (Z-Score = -0.71)
Spartanburg 3 56.91 63.08 -6.17 Lower (Z-Score = -0.80)
Spartanburg 4 70.09 68.38 +1.71 Higher (Z-Score = +0.24)
Spartanburg 5 58.37 64.18 -5.81 Lower (Z-Score = -0.75)
Spartanburg 6 62.72 66.42 -3.70 Lower (Z-Score = -0.48)
Spartanburg 7 66.01 52.23 +13.78 Significantly Higher (Z-Score = +1.82)
York 1 52.78 63.33 -10.55 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.37)
York 2 63.26 69.28 -6.02 Lower (Z-Score = -0.78)
York 3 60.46 67.58 -7.12 Lower (Z-Score = -0.92)
York 4 72.09 76.26 -4.17 Lower (Z-Score = -0.54)
Greenwood 50 58.82 53.04 +5.78 Higher (Z-Score = +0.77)
Greenwood 51 48.88 57.69 -8.81 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.15)
Greenwood 52 58.91 62.87 -3.96 Lower (Z-Score = -0.51)
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Simple Predictive Model
The Simple Predictive Model constitutes a streamlined model employing the one predictor variable,
wherein Exit Exam index scores are predicted as a function of poverty:
Exit Exam Index Scores = fn (Average Percentage Free or Reduced)
Consistent with previous research, measures of poverty exhibit the greatest predictive value
concerning performance on standardized tests in SC. Average Percentage Free or Reduced eligible
remains a predictor of achievement, and is sufficient for considering levels of “expected” performance.
However, using only Average Percentage Free or Reduced omits the traditionally more manipulable
factors favored in public policy as solutions to achievement issues.
This model, using the single poverty predictor variable, explains over 67 percent of the variation in Exit
Exam index scores (r2 = 0.672) with a relatively low standard error of 8.31. With the previously
discussed Actionable Predictive Model, which includes measures of advanced teacher training, minority
percentage, and student-teacher ratio, only a five-percentage point increase in explanatory value is
gained. The predictive model, including coefficients for calculating expected Exit Exam index scores, is
expressed:
Exit Exam Index expected = 87.47 – 63.36 (Avg. Pct. Free or Reduced)
The Simple Predictive Model allows estimation of specific school districts’ expected levels of
performance on the Exit Exam index given its poverty level, and the subsequent comparison of actual
and expected performance. The following table (7.5) presents measures of Exit Exam index
performance for Greenwood County schools and other select districts,15 including measures of
performance relative to levels expected based upon the predictive model. The table offers:
• District: Name of the district
• Actual Exit Exam Index Score: Average Exit Exam score for the district on the Total
Academic Performance Index, 2001-2004
15The districts used for general comparative purposes were identified by Greenwood County leaders as being in “economic development competitor”
counties.
Strom Thurmond Institute 93 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                
                
   
               
      
            
             
       
Greenwood Education Benchmarking
• Expected Exit Exam Index Score: Average Exit Exam score expected based upon the Simple
Predictive Model, 2001-2004
• Difference: A measure of performance relative to expectation; actual Exit Exam index score
minus expected Exit Exam index score
• Performance Relative to Expectation: Using standardized values (Z-Scores) for difference
values, an indication of the statistical significance of levels of performance relative to
expectations based upon the Simple Predictive Model
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 7.5. Exit Exam: Actual Versus Expected (Simple Model) 2001-2004
Actual Exit Exam Expected Exit Performance Relative to
District Index Score Exam Index Score Difference Expectation
Aiken 64.36 57.91 +6.45 Higher (Z-Score = +0.78)
Anderson 1 77.81 69.79 +8.02 Higher (Z-Score = +0.97)
Anderson 2 64.81 63.14 +1.67 Higher (Z-Score = +.020)
Anderson 3 51.50 57.63 -6.13 Lower (Z-Score = -0.74)
Anderson 4 61.61 62.95 -1.34 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.16)
Anderson 5 66.14 61.24 +4.90 Higher (Z-Score = +0.59)
Florence 1 57.98 55.38 +2.60 Higher (Z-Score =+0.31)
Florence 2 53.27 48.25 +5.02 Higher (Z-Score =+0.61)
Florence 3 32.15 39.76 -7.61 Lower (Z-Score = -0.92)
Florence 4 34.28 37.54 -3.26 Lower (Z-Score = -0.40)
Florence 5 72.44 53.86 +18.58 Significantly Higher (Z-Score = +2.25)
Greenville 61.35 66.72 -5.37 Lower (Z-Score = -0.65)
Lexington 1 76.35 71.38 +4.97 Higher (Z-Score = +0.60)
Lexington 2 64.32 59.75 +4.57 Higher (Z-Score = +0.55)
Lexington 3 63.21 54.05 +9.16 Much Higher (Z-Score = +1.11)
Lexington 4 49.06 50.09 -1.03 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.13)
Lexington 5 82.25 77.11 +5.14 Higher (Z-Score = +0.62)
Spartanburg 1 64.28 64.63 -0.35 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.04)
Spartanburg 2 64.54 67.16 -2.62 Lower (Z-Score = -0.32)
Spartanburg 3 56.91 58.55 -1.64 Lower (Z-Score = -0.20)
Spartanburg 4 70.09 62.76 +7.33 Higher (Z-Score = +0.89)
Spartanburg 5 58.37 63.33 -4.96 Lower (Z-Score = -0.60)
Spartanburg 6 62.72 63.93 -1.21 Approximately Equal (Z-Score = -0.15)
Spartanburg 7 66.01 49.77 +16.24 Significantly Higher (Z-Score = +1.97)
York 1 52.78 60.73 -7.95 Lower (Z-Score = -0.96)
York 2 63.26 69.41 -6.15 Lower (Z-Score = -0.75)
York 3 60.46 68.49 -8.03 Lower (Z-Score = -0.97)
York 4 72.09 79.14 -7.05 Lower (Z-Score = -0.86)
Greenwood 50 58.82 57.41 +1.41 Higher (Z-Score = +0.17)
Greenwood 51 48.88 57.56 -8.68 Much Lower (Z-Score = -1.05)
Greenwood 52 58.91 64.09 -5.18 Lower (Z-Score = -0.63)
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
DROPOUTS AND SCHOOL DISTRICT SIZE
DISTRICT SIZE AND DROPOUT RATE
Overall, dropout rates are not significantly influenced by district size category.
In South Carolina, the size of a school district in ADM appears to be related to levels of their dropout
rate, although this relationship is not statistically significant. The group of districts in the mid size class
(2,500 to 12,000) showed the highest average dropout. Although the smallest size category
experienced the smallest increase in average dropout rates between the years 1999 and 2004.
Greenwood 52 actually was the only district that reduced its dropout rate over the same period of
years by almost one-half percent (Table 7.6). Greenwood 52 saw its dropout rate increase slightly over
the six years, while Greenwood 51 experienced almost a one percent increase in its dropout rate.
District 51 showed a substantial increase in the dropout rate between 1999 and 2002, while over the
last two years it has declined. When all district size categories were compared over the years 1999 to
2004, none reduced their dropout rate. However, Greenwood 52 showed a trend reduction of .42
percent. South Carolina’s CPI at 51 percent (lowest in the United States) compared to the state
reported graduation rate of 78 percent. With the exception of Greenwood 51 (48 percent),
Greenwood County exceeded the state CPI. The SDE reported an average graduation rate of 74.81
percent for the state overall with 80.4 percent in Greenwood 50, 59.1 percent in Greenwood 51, and
77.6 percent in Greenwood 52.
Table 7.6. District Size Categories and Dropout Rates
Change in
Size Category: 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Dropout %
>20,000 2.45 3.08 3.05 3.10 2.98 3.13 0.137
12,000-20,000 2.51 2.96 3.09 3.25 3.21 3.28 0.154
8,000-12,000 3.19 3.34 3.33 3.39 3.54 3.37 0.036
5,000-8,000 3.08 4.17 4.18 4.28 3.49 4.19 0.222
2,500-5,000 2.47 2.83 4.11 3.53 3.52 3.53 0.212
<2,500 2.49 2.73 2.75 2.80 2.45 2.70 0.042
Greenwood 50 4.8 4.4 4.2 2.4 3.2 2.7 -0.420
Greenwood 51 1.2 3.3 2.3 8 7 6 0.960
Greenwood 52 2.2 2.9 1.5 1.4 0.6 2.9 0.140
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DROPOUTS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMPETITORS
When Greenwood County competes for new industry, it competes with other counties around the
state and nation to provide the best combination of land, location, workforce, and amenities for
managers and workers. The quality of the education system is an indicator of future workforce
preparedness and of the environment in which plant managers and relocating workers will live and
raise their children.
The Greenwood Area Chamber of Commerce identified seven economic development counties (EDC)
in South Carolina that it competes with for industry location: Aiken, Anderson, Florence, Greenville,
Lexington, Spartanburg, and York. There are 28 school districts in these seven counties, or about one-
third of the school districts in the state.
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMPETITOR COUNTY
The EDC classification of a school district did not significantly influence the percentage of students who drop
out.
When dropout data was cross-tabulated according to EDC classification, the districts in Non-EDC
counties had higher percentages of students who dropped out than the districts that were in the
remaining 39 counties (Table 7.7). Once again, when all EDC categories were compared over the
years 1999 to 2004, none reduced their dropout rate. However, Greenwood 52 showed a trend
reduction of .42 percent over the same period of years.
Table 7.7. EDC Non-EDC Dropout/Dropout Rate
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Change
EDC 2.48 2.53 3.16 3.32 3.17 3.31 0.165
Non-EDC 2.76 3.36 3.62 3.38 3.18 3.33 0.114
Greenwood 50 4.80 4.40 4.20 2.40 3.20 2.70 -0.420
Greenwood 51 1.20 3.30 2.30 8.00 7.00 6.00 0.960
Greenwood 52 2.20 2.90 1.50 1.40 0.60 2.90 0.140
Strom Thurmond Institute 97 December 2005
   
                                                                                                                                                




               
               
                
               
              
   
 
                   
                    
              
                
    
 
              
              
                  
               
                   
                 
             
    
 
               
                
                
         
 
                




The solution to shortcomings with the current system of calculating and reporting dropouts may be
found in one universal consideration: reform. Currently the SDE calculates and reports dropout data
according to the event rate procedure. This method has historically resulted in very small percentages
of dropouts which will likely result in smaller statistical relationships. The alternative data reporting
procedure, cohort rate, will likely result in much higher dropout rates and proportionately more
sensitive statistical comparisons.
If South Carolina is to effectively reform the data system, then we must have better data, provide it to
leadership in a timely manner, and have the ability to respond to the data. There are more than 14,400
school districts nationwide and many are embracing a data driven model of decision-making. South
Carolina will join many of the nation’s school districts by better defining, calculating and reporting high
school dropouts.
South Carolina uses a number of terms when reporting high school dropouts: completion rate,
dropout, dropout collection cycle, dropout rate, event rate, and high school completer. This
vocabulary can be confusing and removing it is crucial. Much of the research shows that a “cohort
rate” is the best practice for determining dropouts. The method tracks a group of students—a
cohort—from the time it enters high school to the time it graduates with a diploma. Not all students
are likely to complete high school with a state issued diploma, so there needs to be alternative
completion guidelines without lumping everyone together and calling them a “high school completer”
(as it is currently).
The current student data management system (SASI) deployed in each district throughout the state has
many shortcomings and is often used differently from district-to-district. While it is used primarily for
attendance, scheduling, classroom grades, and demographic data, it is lacking in the ability to store the
abundance of data that accompanies the individual student.
Clearly, South Carolina needs to revise the current student data system or adopt a completely new
system to track student-level data that can be exchanged among districts or states. Due to disaster
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and changing economics more families could become transient, left out or lost in current local and
state systems.
Finally, if South Carolina is to determine that our efforts to better serve our students are successful,
we must have a system of program and system evaluation in place to measure progress in all of these
reform efforts. This will ensure that we are capable of honestly assessing our efforts and more
importantly—capable of changing the way we serve our youth, which includes improving our dropout
rate.
CUMULATIVE PROMOTION INDEX
Swanson16 (The Urban Institute), who is widely recognized as an expert on high school graduation
rates, approximates the probability that a student entering the 9th grade will complete high school in
four years with a regular diploma using the Cumulative Promotion Index (CPI). He reported South
Carolina’s CPI at 51 percent (lowest in the United States) compared to the state reported graduation
rate of 78 percent. With the exception of Greenwood 51 (48 percent), Greenwood County exceeded
the state CPI. The SDE reported an average graduation rate of 74.81 percent for the state overall with
80.4 percent in Greenwood 50, 59.1 percent in Greenwood 51, and 77.6 percent in Greenwood 52.
GREENWOOD COUNTY AND CUMULATIVE PROMOTION INDEXES
Table 7.8 illustrates the number of 2004 diplomas awarded compared to the 2001 9th grade enrollment
of the same cohort. 
Christopher Swanson A Statistical Portrait of Public High School Graduation, Class of 2001. Retrieved June 24, 2005, from
http://www.urban.org/Template.cfm?Section=ByAuthor&NavMenuID=63&template=/TaggedContent/ViewPublication.cfm&PublicationID=8742
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Greenwood 50 849 489 80.4 57.59
Greenwood 51 108 52 59.1 48.14
Greenwood 52 142 76 77.6 53.52
*South Carolina Department of Education
The current SDE graduation rate indicates the proportion of diplomas awarded compared to the
average daily membership of the 12th grade. In contrast, the CPI indicates the statistical probability of a
student entering the 9th grade and completing high school in four years with a regular diploma. The
method used to calculate the CPI compares the annual change in enrollment of a particular cohort
from grade 9 through their attainment of a diploma. The resulting ratios of change year-over-year are
multiplied to arrive at an estimated CPI. This method, or similar one, has been accepted as generally
more indicative of overall completion as it tracks the cohort through their high school career.
DROPOUT PREVENTION
A review of the related literature has identified numerous measures to address the dropout rates in
schools. Educational Testing Service17 has shown that high schools need rigorous curricula with highly
qualified teachers administered by school leaders capable of attracting and retaining successful faculty.
Etheridge18 concluded in a district-wide case study of Berkeley County, South Carolina, that flexibility
for school planning and program implementation significantly enhanced opportunities to improve
student achievement when planning student instruction was done that focused on school–based
funding.
17
Kurt M. Landgraf (2005) National review. What will we do when the bells sounds? Feb 28, 2005 v57 i3 p62.
18
S. D. Etheridge (2001) Journal of Education for Students Placed at Risk. Title 1 Schoolwide Programs: District Support for Achieving Success. Oct1,
2001 v6 p335 (22)
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The National Dropout Prevention Center19 has identified 15 effective strategies that have been
successful at reducing school dropout rates. Among them are:
• Systemic Renewal—A process of evaluating goals and objectives of the entire
educational organization.
• School and Community Collaboration—A supportive social infrastructure made up of
both community and school personnel.
• Safe Learning Environments—Violence prevention and conflict resolution is taught and
practiced.
• Early Interventions—Early family engagement in learning in the home.
• Early Childhood Education—Birth to age five.
• Early Literacy—Reading and writing proficiency taught in the early years.
• Mentoring and Tutoring—One-to-one assistance provided in school.
• Service Learning—Merging academics at school with community service activities.
• Alternative Schooling—Providing potential dropouts with graduation options.
• After School Opportunities—Constructive and engaging fulfillment of “gap time.”
Additional research20 has determined that certain characteristics may put some students at greater risk
for dropping out. Hispanic and Native American students have a lower graduation rate than other
ethnic groups.
Although males and females do differ significantly in their dropout rates, girls are more likely to
dropout due to pregnancy and marriage, while boys do so more for employment and behavioral
problems.
There are known to be other social signs of dropout propensity. Among the social factors that seem
to be related to dropout behavior are:
19National Dropout Prevention Center. Effective Strategies. Retrieved June 27, 2005, from
http://www.dropoutprevention.org/effstrat/effstrat.htm
20Leslie F. Hale School Dropout Prevention Information and Strategies for Parents. Retrieved June 28, 2005, from
http://www.lockwood.k12.mt.us/counsel/dwight/dropout.htm
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• Peer Relationships—Social isolation and little or no involvement in school activities (either
during or after school).
• Family Dynamics—Including lower household income, parental and sibling attitudes toward
school, families from diverse cultures/languages, and school personnel misinterpreting diverse
family cultures and practices.
• Psychological Attachment—Failure to stress an attachment to school and ownership in learning.
Perhaps the single strongest predictor of dropout behavior is academic performance. Poor grades, low
test scores, and grade retention is highly correlated with dropout behavior regardless of ability.
Retained students are shown to be three times more likely to quit school than their non-retained
peers.
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This report provides community leaders in Greenwood County with benchmarks against which to
chart their three school districts performance. Examining how measures of school district finance and
academic achievement have changed over time in school district peer groups of different size, fiscal
authority, or EDC county location can provide insight into factors affecting trends in the county’s
school districts. The academic performance indexes—particularly the Total Academic Performance
Index and the PACT Combined Performance Index—provide an alternative to Report Cards and
scores by grade on individual PACT subtests. Because they are based on readily available data from the
SDE, all of these measures of school district finance and academic achievement can be easily updated
when new data are available to track progress over time. Test scores in particular are released on a
timely basis, so tracking progress in achievement using the performance indexes can yield information
useful for current planning purposes.
Greenwood’s three school districts face challenges from inside and outside the county. Greenwood 51
had the largest increase in the share of students eligible for free or reduced lunch between 1992 and
2002. The district also has had a slow decline in student population since 1998, the highest rate of
teacher turnover, and the lowest average years of teacher experience, and the lowest average teacher
salary among the districts in the county. Greenwood 51 also appeared to be least able to use local
revenues to help offset declining state revenues in 2002, unlike Greenwood 50 and 52. Despite these
challenges, Greenwood 51 increased district spending on instruction and instructional support by
nearly 10 percent and the average teacher salary by one percent in 2002. It cut spending on support
functions in this year instead. Of the three districts, Greenwood 51 also had the largest overall
increase in its PACT Combined Index between 1999 and 2004.
Greenwood 52 is at the other end of the spectrum in Greenwood County. The district had the
smallest increase in its share of students eligible for free or reduced lunch between 1992 and 2002.
Though small in size, Greenwood 52 was the fastest-growing district in the county. The district also
had the lowest rate of teacher turnover, the highest average years of teacher experience, and the
highest average teacher salary among the districts in the county. The district experienced the largest
drop in state revenues per pupil in the county in 2002—almost twice the state average decrease—but
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
was able to rely on its local tax base to support steady growth in per pupil spending on instruction and
instructional support. Academic achievement in Greenwood 52 has remained well above the state
median since 1999 on the PACT Combined Index. Notably, the district’s PACT Index improved over
14 percent between 2003 and 2004, well above the increase in the median district in the state.
Greenwood 52’s performance on the High School Exit Exam and the SAT has been somewhat uneven,
however, and has pulled down its TAPI score in some years.
Greenwood 50 is notable in its measures of district finance and achievement for so often resembling
the “average” district in the state. Greenwood 50 is not one of the largest or smallest districts in the
state, but it is still much larger than the average district size of about 4,400 students. The district’s
share of students eligible for free or reduced lunch, student-teacher ratio, and average years of teacher
experience were nearly identical to the state median in every year, although its rate of teacher
turnover decreased relative to the state median since 1999. Greenwood 50 increased per pupil
spending on instruction and instructional support and teacher salaries in 2002. The district had the
smallest decline in state revenue per pupil in 2002, but also received the smallest increase in federal
revenue in that year among the districts in the county. In overall academic achievement as measured by
the TAPI, Greenwood 50 consistently performed above the median level in the state in every year
between 1999 and 2003. On the PACT Combined Index, the district also performed above median but
slipped the most in achievement of the three districts relative to the state median.
One clear challenge for educators, public officials, and community leaders in Greenwood County will
be to work with the school districts—especially Greenwood 50 and 51—to maintain and ultimately
increase academic achievement relative to the median district in the state as well as the median district
in the seven EDC counties (Table 8.1). For example, all three of the school districts saw their rank in
the state drop between 1999 and 2003 in the TAPI and PACT Combined Performance Indexes.
Currently Greenwood 52 is the only district in the county with a consistent level of academic
achievement even near the “average” level in the EDC counties. Another challenge will be to reduce
the rate of high school dropouts. Increasing performance on standardized tests and reducing the
number of high school dropouts will have long term positive effects on the quality of the county’s labor
force. It will also improve the county’s attractiveness as a location for new business and industry. 
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Greenwood Education Benchmarking
Table 8.1. Greenwood County School District Rankings on Academic Performance Indexes
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Total Academic Performance Index
(TAPI)
Greenwood 50 rank in state 25 30 31 27 27 n.a.
Greenwood 51 rank in state 50 48 46 54 56 n.a.
Greenwood 52 rank in state 18 19 22 24 22 n.a.
Greenwood 50 % of state median 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 110.9% 114.5%
Greenwood 51 % of state median 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 92.7% 91.7%
Greenwood 52 % of state median 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 116.7% 119.7%
PACT Combined Performance Index
Greenwood 50 rank in state 20 25 26 26 25 29
Greenwood 51 rank in state 42 49 45 48 48 48
Greenwood 52 rank in state 16 17 18 21 20 14
Greenwood 50 % of state median 132.9% 120.1% 111.2% 112.2% 118.7% 114.4%
Greenwood 51 % of state median 104.5% 96.0% 98.6% 96.6% 97.6% 95.8%
Greenwood 52 % of state median 137.6% 129.2% 122.4% 120.5% 122.9% 125.8%
SAT Performance Index
Greenwood 50 rank in state 35 29 40 48 39 22
Greenwood 51 rank in state 63 50 52 61 62 46
Greenwood 52 rank in state 31 34 42 29 28 52
Greenwood 50 % of state median 108.8% 111.1% 104.5% 96.7% 106.3% 116.6%
Greenwood 51 % of state median 74.9% 95.1% 93.3% 80.1% 76.4% 95.1%
Greenwood 52 % of state median 110.8% 108.0% 101.5% 112.9% 113.8% 91.5%
High School Exit Exam Index
Greenwood 50 rank in state 45 52 37 22 35 n.a.
Greenwood 51 rank in state 59 45 43 53 62 n.a.
Greenwood 52 rank in state 17 17 27 39 26 n.a.
Greenwood 50 % of state median 97.4% 92.3% 106.4% 119.6% 107.9%
Greenwood 51 % of state median 83.3% 97.9% 100.6% 89.9% 86.3%
Greenwood 52 % of state median 127.4% 129.4% 114.7% 104.6% 114.5%
One criticism of benchmarking studies such as this one is that they do not pinpoint the specific causes
of differences between the Greenwood school districts (or any other district) and the peer groups in,
say, academic performance or district finances. But benchmarking studies are designed to answer the
question “How do we measure up?” Benchmarking studies reveal differences between groups of similar
districts in a single year, which allows educators and public officials to follow up on issues of local
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concern so that they can better answer the question “Why is this happening?” The answer to this
second question requires a detailed analysis of individual school and district policies and programs. And
even more important, benchmarks provide a way to track future progress over time relative to other
school districts in the state.
Unlike most benchmarking studies, this report investigated a few “why” questions. This study’s closer
look at factors affecting SAT and High School Exit Exam performance is an attempt to determine
whether high school dropout rates affect performance on standardized tests. The results are not
conclusive, however. This research is dependent on high school dropout data from the South Carolina
Department of Education that reports exceedingly low rates of dropouts based on ambiguous
protocols. This study also examined how selected school and non-school factors influence predicted
academic outcomes. This statistical analysis revealed school districts whose actual performance on the
SAT exceeded (or underachieved) expectations based on the performance of comparable school
districts. Again, the answer doesn’t identify specific causes, but identifies districts whose policies and
programs may be of interest or concern. Greenwood 51 and Greenwood 52 underperformed
expectations on both models, which should be of concern to local educators and officials.
A major benefit of benchmarking studies is that they develop a rich set of school district data from
which other, more targeted studies can be launched. Researchers at the Jim Self Center on the Future
are already discussing future research that may illuminate causes and point toward solutions intended
to close the gap in academic achievement between school districts in the state.










         
 
            
            
            
            
            
           
          
            
         
 
APPENDIX A
Academic Performance Indexes and School District Rankings
Table A-1. Total Academic Performance Index and District Rankings
Table A-2. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 3 ELA
Table A-3. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 4 ELA
Table A-4. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 5 ELA
Table A-5. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 6 ELA
Table A-6. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 7 ELA
Table A-7. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 8 ELA
Table A-8. PACT Combined Performance Index and District Rankings
Table A-9. High School Exit Exam Performance Index and District Rankings





         
          
            
            
            
            
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
             
             
             
            
            
             
             
             
             
             
            
Table A-1. Total Academic Performance Index and District Rankings
Total Performance Index (PACT+SAT+EXIT) District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Abbeville 43.2 50.7 52.4 50.2 53.5 38 39 43 47 40
Aiken 55.8 62.2 63.0 65.1 63.7 10 14 16 18 18
Allendale 12.9 22.2 30.5 25.8 23.4 85 79 76 82 83
Anderson 1 62.7 71.5 72.6 79.1 76.4 5 4 5 3 3
Anderson 2 50.4 58.3 63.6 71.2 68.5 22 23 14 6 10
Anderson 3 41.9 50.7 55.2 52.8 53.6 42 38 36 43 39
Anderson 4 49.0 59.2 61.5 66.6 67.2 26 21 20 15 12
Anderson 5 55.2 58.4 62.2 65.0 64.7 13 22 19 19 16
Bamberg 1 46.6 50.3 53.4 48.9 49.5 30 40 41 55 53
Bamberg 2 18.1 20.7 22.8 27.2 31.2 79 80 82 80 77
Barnwell 19 21.8 29.1 29.5 33.9 34.3 74 72 77 74 74
Barnwell 29 52.6 56.5 59.9 56.5 52.1 19 27 24 34 44
Barnwell 45 39.3 46.9 45.6 52.1 52.4 47 46 56 45 41
Beaufort 46.5 49.9 54.1 53.8 52.1 33 41 38 42 43
Berkeley 46.5 55.0 56.8 56.9 56.6 32 29 28 31 32
Calhoun 29.7 41.1 39.9 40.3 34.4 65 59 65 67 73
Charleston 45.8 52.5 55.4 56.6 56.2 34 34 35 32 33
Cherokee 38.8 43.6 48.2 49.0 50.9 49 55 50 53 50
Chester 30.4 38.2 40.6 41.3 45.2 64 62 61 64 59
Chesterfield 36.1 44.2 49.5 54.4 53.8 57 52 48 37 38
Clarendon 1 20.7 28.5 30.9 28.2 30.9 76 74 75 79 78
Clarendon 2 37.2 45.0 46.6 48.8 45.5 53 50 54 56 58
Clarendon 3 37.8 48.2 54.7 49.5 46.7 51 44 37 51 57
Colleton 30.6 37.2 40.0 40.6 40.4 63 64 64 66 67
Darlington 33.4 39.3 42.1 42.8 44.1 61 61 59 61 61
Dillon 1 27.7 33.9 37.3 35.5 40.4 68 68 69 72 68
Dillon 2 25.4 36.3 36.6 44.5 43.1 70 65 71 60 63
Dillon 3 42.3 54.1 59.3 58.3 59.8 40 31 27 28 26
Dorchester 2 53.8 61.2 63.3 67.6 68.8 17 16 15 14 8
Dorchester 4 23.5 26.7 31.4 37.0 36.1 72 76 74 71 71
Edgefield 42.1 52.4 56.1 56.6 58.0 41 35 32 33 30
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Table A-1 cont. Total Performance Index (PACT+SAT+EXIT) District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Fairfield 23.3 24.4 29.0 32.8 30.7 73 77 79 76 79
Florence 1 45.1 50.8 52.7 54.5 50.8 36 37 42 36 51
Florence 2 45.4 55.8 56.7 55.3 51.3 35 28 29 35 45
Florence 3 28.0 34.9 40.5 42.1 40.8 66 67 62 62 65
Florence 4 20.7 17.9 29.4 30.5 24.9 75 82 78 78 81
Florence 5 49.5 57.6 59.6 59.8 61.2 24 24 26 26 25
Georgetown 41.0 49.2 49.8 54.3 56.8 44 42 47 38 31
Greenville 55.4 60.5 63.0 63.4 62.5 12 17 17 21 21
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 25 30 31 27 27
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 50 48 46 54 56
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 18 19 22 24 22
Hampton 1 41.2 47.1 52.2 50.1 53.8 43 45 44 48 37
Hampton 2 18.0 14.5 26.9 26.6 20.8 80 85 80 81 85
Horry 50.4 59.2 63.7 69.3 70.4 21 20 13 10 5
Jasper 15.8 17.5 23.6 22.9 23.4 83 83 81 85 84
Kershaw 47.5 57.2 59.7 62.8 63.3 28 26 25 22 20
Lancaster 36.4 43.8 46.8 50.1 50.9 55 54 53 49 49
Laurens 55 43.3 49.2 53.4 52.5 55.7 37 43 40 44 34
Laurens 56 40.2 44.0 46.2 51.2 51.3 46 53 55 46 47
Lee 16.2 15.1 21.5 24.4 27.0 82 84 83 84 80
Lexington 1 68.2 75.8 77.3 75.7 74.6 3 3 3 4 4
Lexington 2 55.0 63.8 67.5 65.7 63.5 15 12 9 16 19
Lexington 3 43.1 51.7 53.5 54.1 51.1 39 36 39 40 48
Lexington 4 35.9 45.3 44.9 47.8 52.4 58 49 57 58 42
Lexington 5 76.1 83.8 85.6 84.5 82.9 1 1 1 1 1
Marion 1 32.0 37.6 39.4 38.6 40.7 62 63 66 69 66
Marion 2 19.1 28.9 36.8 25.3 24.8 78 73 70 83 82
Marion 3 16.2 32.0 -- N/A N/A 81 71 -- N/A N/A
Marion 4 15.1 18.2 -- N/A N/A 84 81 -- N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 33.7 32.5 N/A N/A -- 75 75
Marlboro 27.9 27.6 31.8 37.8 31.6 67 75 72 70 76
McCormick 34.4 35.0 38.1 35.5 42.7 60 66 68 73 64
Newberry 37.1 46.5 48.7 48.7 48.7 54 47 49 57 54
Oconee 51.3 62.6 62.3 65.3 66.4 20 13 18 17 14
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Table A-1 cont. Total Performance Index (PACT+SAT+EXIT) District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Orangeburg 3 19.7 23.6 31.6 32.5 34.5 77 78 73 77 72
Orangeburg 4 40.9 42.5 43.8 41.7 39.7 45 57 58 63 69
Orangeburg 5 27.2 32.8 38.2 38.8 39.5 69 70 67 68 70
Pickens 56.6 65.4 67.8 69.9 67.4 7 8 8 9 11
Richland 1 37.6 42.1 47.8 49.6 49.8 52 58 51 50 52
Richland 2 63.3 69.1 72.3 71.5 69.4 4 5 6 5 7
Saluda 34.5 39.6 40.8 47.0 44.5 59 60 60 59 60
Spartanburg 1 55.1 66.3 66.2 68.0 66.7 14 7 11 12 13
Spartanburg 2 56.2 65.1 68.6 71.1 69.6 8 9 7 7 6
Spartanburg 3 49.8 60.3 60.0 62.5 61.9 23 18 23 23 23
Spartanburg 4 48.7 57.5 55.6 60.7 59.4 27 25 34 25 28
Spartanburg 5 55.5 64.0 61.4 67.7 61.6 11 10 21 13 24
Spartanburg 6 56.0 63.9 67.0 68.9 65.6 9 11 10 11 15
Spartanburg 7 47.5 52.5 56.7 58.0 55.6 29 33 30 29 35
Sumter 02 36.2 43.2 51.1 54.0 51.3 56 56 45 41 46
Sumter 17 N/A N/A 54.7 54.1 54.6 39 36
Union 39.1 44.8 47.6 49.1 48.3 48 51 52 52 55
Williamsburg 24.7 33.1 40.4 41.3 43.4 71 69 63 65 62
York 1 46.5 52.7 56.1 58.0 58.8 31 32 33 30 29
York 2 58.7 68.4 73.0 70.4 68.7 6 6 4 8 9
York 3 54.0 61.3 64.6 64.4 63.8 16 15 12 20 17
York 4 69.1 79.8 81.2 82.2 79.0 2 2 2 2 2





          
           
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-2. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 3 ELA
Grade 3 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 31.6 51.8 53.1 54.6 53.7 87.1 48 31 34 31 47 6
Aiken 43.2 55.8 61.1 60.9 62.1 76.8 20 25 17 20 20 18
Allendale 15.1 22.1 22.0 28.1 24.4 37.3 77 84 84 80 83 82
Anderson 1 56.8 65.2 70.0 69.3 79.7 90.3 6 7 5 6 3 5
Anderson 2 43.4 60.7 69.7 70.4 76.9 92.4 19 15 6 4 6 3
Anderson 3 31.2 45.0 52.0 61.1 46.4 73.9 50 46 37 19 65 27
Anderson 4 43.2 63.2 61.6 70.7 78.9 72.5 21 12 14 3 4 30
Anderson 5 47.8 55.5 64.7 62.3 64.5 79.8 9 26 11 17 15 15
Bamberg 1 38.0 35.9 42.1 45.4 58.2 59.0 29 71 60 58 32 61
Bamberg 2 16.8 43.4 40.2 31.6 22.1 31.3 73 49 67 76 84 84
Barnwell 19 9.4 31.8 28.7 26.4 28.7 41.5 83 77 81 81 81 79
Barnwell 29 35.7 55.2 42.3 46.4 46.6 43.6 34 27 59 56 64 78
Barnwell 45 25.1 47.4 46.5 52.0 48.4 61.4 60 42 48 42 61 54
Beaufort 43.8 49.5 52.0 60.0 54.0 71.7 17 38 36 21 46 31
Berkeley 35.0 52.7 57.1 57.6 59.4 67.2 36 30 28 27 26 40
Calhoun 33.1 41.1 45.5 39.3 60.6 52.2 43 58 51 69 24 71
Charleston 40.5 51.2 58.3 59.6 61.2 75.1 25 34 26 22 23 21
Cherokee 26.9 37.9 47.3 45.4 53.7 59.4 56 67 46 57 48 60
Chester 20.9 43.5 40.4 50.0 42.3 59.6 68 48 66 46 71 59
Chesterfield 24.6 43.6 45.8 53.9 57.5 69.1 61 47 49 36 35 35
Clarendon 1 15.1 40.3 36.0 34.9 57.7 59.0 78 60 74 73 34 62
Clarendon 2 36.3 51.7 41.6 51.0 55.0 63.2 32 33 62 45 41 52
Clarendon 3 47.3 54.0 55.0 42.4 48.8 71.5 11 28 32 63 59 32
Colleton 22.5 32.2 38.1 38.1 38.8 51.5 66 76 69 71 74 72
Darlington 22.1 34.7 37.9 41.5 47.3 59.8 67 73 70 66 62 58
Dillon 1 17.9 43.1 37.3 45.4 54.7 41.4 71 51 72 59 42 80
Dillon 2 34.7 49.0 47.6 43.5 60.6 68.8 38 39 45 62 25 38
Dillon 3 15.7 42.6 58.7 56.5 52.4 61.5 76 53 25 29 51 53
Dorchester 2 45.2 61.6 60.3 65.7 67.3 82.6 15 14 22 10 12 10
Dorchester 4 23.4 41.5 41.5 41.7 48.6 68.9 62 56 63 65 60 37
Edgefield 37.8 57.2 57.5 54.1 54.5 74.9 30 18 27 34 43 23
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Table A-2 cont. Grade 3 ELA PACT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 20.7 30.6 33.0 30.9 45.4 65.9 69 78 77 77 67 46
Florence 1 38.7 53.0 51.9 54.0 54.5 70.6 28 29 38 35 44 34
Florence 2 31.5 46.4 55.6 54.5 46.3 66.1 49 43 31 33 66 45
Florence 3 15.8 41.2 40.7 34.4 39.9 56.4 75 57 65 74 73 64
Florence 4 -1.7 26.8 32.9 35.4 29.2 52.9 85 81 78 72 80 69
Florence 5 40.4 56.5 60.8 58.3 55.6 66.2 26 24 19 25 38 44
Georgetown 26.7 47.6 49.9 53.7 59.2 74.4 57 41 40 38 27 25
Greenville 47.0 57.8 61.2 62.3 65.9 77.2 12 17 15 18 13 16
Greenwood 50 41.4 50.5 55.7 53.6 56.2 66.6 23 36 30 39 37 43
Greenwood 51 29.7 42.2 49.9 48.9 51.4 57.3 51 54 41 48 52 63
Greenwood 52 47.5 57.0 50.4 47.7 53.1 85.6 10 21 39 53 49 8
Hampton 1 19.9 42.8 45.2 52.3 46.6 55.8 70 52 52 40 63 66
Hampton 2 5.7 12.2 22.3 21.9 28.4 46.7 84 85 83 85 82 76
Horry 43.6 59.2 64.3 67.9 74.1 92.3 18 16 13 8 7 4
Jasper 12.2 22.1 29.6 26.1 30.5 37.6 80 83 80 82 78 81
Kershaw 36.1 57.2 49.6 57.4 63.6 73.7 33 19 42 28 19 28
Lancaster 28.5 40.4 42.6 47.9 50.4 56.3 54 59 57 52 55 65
Laurens 55 33.6 40.0 45.0 48.3 57.3 75.1 40 62 53 51 36 22
Laurens 56 34.7 45.1 36.8 51.8 42.6 47.9 39 45 73 43 70 73
Lee 13.3 29.6 33.3 24.5 35.7 47.9 79 79 76 84 75 74
Lexington 1 57.0 66.9 72.8 68.1 71.9 82.2 5 6 3 7 8 11
Lexington 2 45.7 56.7 61.0 58.0 58.3 71.1 13 22 18 26 31 33
Lexington 3 34.7 36.3 44.1 44.4 49.3 64.3 37 70 55 61 58 48
Lexington 4 35.1 49.7 44.7 48.4 50.2 65.5 35 37 54 50 56 47
Lexington 5 67.5 81.5 81.2 78.3 80.6 92.5 1 1 1 2 2 2
Marion 1 22.6 39.8 25.8 28.9 30.5 47.4 65 63 82 79 79 75
Marion 2 9.7 34.6 41.9 30.3 34.1 33.0 82 74 61 78 76 83
Marion 3 11.0 39.8 -- N/A N/A N/A 81 64 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 17.3 22.5 -- N/A N/A N/A 72 82 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 25.3 17.4 29.3 N/A N/A -- 83 85 85.00
Marlboro 16.6 27.9 35.2 33.7 33.3 45.4 74 80 75 75 77 77.00
McCormick 25.2 40.3 37.8 42.3 50.5 76.6 59 61 71 64 54 19.00
Newberry 28.0 38.5 43.7 45.2 55.3 63.6 55 65 56 60 39 50.00
Oconee 32.1 57.1 59.0 59.2 59.2 74.8 46 20 24 23 28 24.00
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Table A-2 cont. Grade 3 ELA PACT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 23.4 34.7 42.3 40.9 53.0 54.3 63 72 58 67 50 68.00
Orangeburg 4 22.8 37.8 40.9 47.4 45.0 52.4 64 69 64 54 68 70.00
Orangeburg 5 25.3 33.1 38.5 40.6 42.8 60.5 58 75 68 68 69 55.00
Pickens 44.2 61.9 64.4 65.6 64.1 83.0 16 13 12 11 17 9.00
Richland 1 32.8 41.6 47.3 48.6 51.0 63.6 44 55 47 49 53 49.00
Richland 2 57.8 73.2 70.3 69.3 70.4 82.1 4 3 4 5 9 12.00
Saluda 29.5 38.1 32.3 38.8 41.2 55.5 52 66 79 70 72 67.00
Spartanburg 1 49.9 64.7 65.4 64.5 63.7 75.5 8 9 10 15 18 20.00
Spartanburg 2 42.9 64.7 65.8 62.5 65.1 86.1 22 10 9 16 14 7.00
Spartanburg 3 40.7 64.6 60.8 58.6 59.1 69.1 24 11 20 24 29 36.00
Spartanburg 4 37.5 50.6 54.5 54.8 67.8 67.2 31 35 33 30 11 41.00
Spartanburg 5 62.7 68.3 60.3 64.6 61.9 67.5 3 5 23 14 21 39.00
Spartanburg 6 45.4 65.2 68.2 66.0 64.2 76.9 14 8 8 9 16 17.00
Spartanburg 7 33.2 45.3 45.7 46.9 49.5 60.0 41 44 50 55 57 57.00
Sumter 02 29.1 51.7 55.9 53.7 58.0 60.2 53 32 29 37 33 56.00
Sumter 17 N/A N/A 61.1 52.3 61.8 67.0 16 41 22 42.00
Union 33.1 43.3 48.2 49.4 55.1 63.2 42 50 44 47 40 51.00
Williamsburg 31.6 37.9 48.9 51.5 58.7 80.8 47 68 43 44 30 14.00
York 1 32.2 47.6 52.4 54.5 54.2 73.6 45 40 35 32 45 29.00
York 2 53.7 69.3 68.4 64.9 77.1 81.0 7 4 7 13 5 13.00
York 3 39.8 56.5 60.8 65.3 69.5 74.4 27 23 21 12 10 26.00
York 4 62.8 79.2 77.6 82.0 86.4 98.1 2 2 2 1 1 1.00





          
            
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-3. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 4 ELA
Grade 4 ELA PACT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 42.1 47.9 54.9 50.6 53.6 53.6 38 48 45 51 30 52
Aiken 53.2 61.9 65.0 61.7 58.5 67.5 12 22 24 27 21 21
Allendale 2.7 14.0 35.1 18.0 24.6 24.9 86 84 76 84 81 81
Anderson 1 60.2 80.5 78.5 84.9 71.8 84.4 7 4 6 1 4 2
Anderson 2 51.5 65.3 62.0 79.4 64.2 77.3 19 16 27 4 11 6
Anderson 3 39.7 44.4 52.4 47.9 44.7 61.2 42 52 47 55 54 37
Anderson 4 48.5 72.3 72.3 66.9 81.9 72.4 25 8 11 14 1 10
Anderson 5 51.5 57.1 68.4 63.6 58.6 71.0 18 32 18 25 19 13
Bamberg 1 36.9 40.5 61.3 52.6 41.7 58.5 47 61 29 44 61 43
Bamberg 2 8.7 21.6 29.2 30.2 29.5 27.0 83 80 80 80 76 79
Barnwell 19 15.0 27.2 29.8 19.7 21.8 40.0 77 78 79 83 83 74
Barnwell 29 45.3 29.9 56.4 46.4 37.2 44.2 31 71 39 56 69 67
Barnwell 45 24.4 47.0 45.0 50.6 42.1 43.2 71 50 65 50 60 69
Beaufort 50.0 62.1 63.8 57.7 53.8 64.8 21 21 25 33 29 29
Berkeley 44.7 55.8 57.6 57.5 52.3 63.0 33 36 37 34 33 33
Calhoun 33.9 50.7 55.1 36.4 48.7 42.9 54 45 43 73 44 71
Charleston 49.6 57.5 62.6 60.6 57.6 67.3 22 31 26 30 23 23
Cherokee 33.4 50.1 47.0 49.0 45.3 54.3 56 46 58 53 52 50
Chester 24.1 42.5 51.3 39.1 42.5 44.0 72 59 50 70 59 68
Chesterfield 34.1 42.8 51.7 54.9 49.8 59.7 52 58 49 38 40 40
Clarendon 1 12.9 29.5 31.6 33.2 12.0 38.8 80 72 78 77 85 76
Clarendon 2 39.8 55.3 50.9 51.9 41.5 48.8 41 38 51 46 62 60
Clarendon 3 46.3 70.2 66.9 64.9 45.9 69.8 29 9 21 20 50 19
Colleton 23.5 32.1 40.1 42.7 39.4 43.1 73 68 72 62 67 70
Darlington 28.9 43.1 42.9 43.8 39.4 44.9 64 57 67 61 66 64
Dillon 1 31.0 27.8 46.8 26.3 46.8 55.6 62 76 59 82 45 47
Dillon 2 14.5 25.6 40.9 39.8 36.1 40.0 78 79 71 69 71 73
Dillon 3 26.6 46.2 56.2 53.2 54.7 58.9 66 51 41 41 27 42
Dorchester 2 55.9 66.6 67.8 63.8 64.7 74.6 9 14 20 24 10 8
Dorchester 4 33.3 33.6 37.1 44.2 44.5 53.2 57 67 74 60 55 54
Edgefield 46.1 59.5 61.8 65.9 51.9 65.9 30 25 28 17 36 28
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Table A-3 cont. Grade 4 ELA PACT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 28.3 27.4 34.6 40.2 21.8 34.8 65 77 77 68 82 78
Florence 1 47.2 57.7 58.3 52.8 48.8 60.4 27 30 33 43 42 38
Florence 2 34.3 53.4 45.5 54.6 39.7 62.2 51 39 63 39 65 35
Florence 3 33.5 31.0 50.0 52.5 41.1 46.7 55 69 54 45 63 62
Florence 4 16.1 9.7 27.7 36.2 35.7 14.1 76 85 82 74 72 84
Florence 5 51.9 74.1 56.4 65.1 60.3 62.2 16 6 38 19 15 36
Georgetown 40.9 51.4 56.2 55.0 57.2 66.8 39 43 40 37 24 24
Greenville 61.2 68.1 73.0 65.3 59.5 66.4 6 11 10 18 18 26
Greenwood 50 49.6 62.8 59.6 59.6 52.3 59.4 23 20 31 31 34 41
Greenwood 51 34.0 48.0 52.0 51.6 41.0 50.4 53 47 48 48 64 57
Greenwood 52 44.2 63.3 70.7 61.3 54.8 66.4 34 19 13 28 26 25
Hampton 1 31.7 43.8 55.3 51.2 45.9 42.7 59 53 42 49 49 72
Hampton 2 7.9 17.4 24.7 17.2 29.4 44.5 84 82 84 85 77 66
Horry 52.3 65.9 68.8 71.7 69.2 77.7 14 15 17 8 6 5
Jasper 11.5 20.2 36.6 33.8 28.7 35.3 81 81 75 76 78 77
Kershaw 49.3 59.0 68.0 65.9 58.1 70.2 24 27 19 16 22 16
Lancaster 35.6 43.1 46.1 45.5 48.7 50.6 50 56 61 58 43 56
Laurens 55 37.9 50.9 50.2 56.4 49.4 64.0 46 44 53 36 41 32
Laurens 56 32.2 43.4 45.2 48.2 52.6 47.5 58 55 64 54 32 61
Lee 7.0 15.7 26.3 27.6 20.2 24.6 85 83 83 81 84 82
Lexington 1 68.7 82.0 82.4 77.6 71.1 80.1 3 3 3 5 5 4
Lexington 2 42.5 60.6 66.9 63.9 58.5 64.7 37 23 22 23 20 31
Lexington 3 36.7 59.0 41.5 50.0 46.8 57.1 48 28 70 52 46 45
Lexington 4 38.1 47.6 55.1 42.3 46.7 53.5 45 49 44 64 47 53
Lexington 5 74.7 85.4 90.5 81.9 78.2 81.7 1 2 2 3 3 3
Marion 1 20.7 35.9 45.7 31.2 33.5 44.7 74 65 62 79 74 65
Marion 2 25.7 28.3 41.7 40.8 27.6 21.4 70 75 69 67 79 83
Marion 3 10.8 31.0 -- N/A N/A N/A 82 70 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 13.8 7.2 -- N/A N/A N/A 79 86 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 38.7 32.6 13.8 N/A N/A -- 71 75 85
Marlboro 25.7 29.0 28.9 32.5 26.3 25.9 69 74 81 78 80 80
McCormick 20.3 29.3 50.9 36.1 42.9 54.2 75 73 52 75 57 51
Newberry 29.5 42.4 47.9 45.9 42.7 54.9 63 60 57 57 58 48
Oconee 46.6 59.4 69.0 62.6 54.1 70.2 28 26 16 26 28 17
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Table A-3 cont. Grade 4 ELA PACT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 25.9 39.1 42.5 41.4 38.3 53.0 68 63 68 65 68 55
Orangeburg 4 35.7 35.2 46.8 40.8 45.2 45.4 49 66 60 66 53 63
Orangeburg 5 31.2 39.3 39.8 45.1 45.9 49.4 61 62 73 59 51 59
Pickens 54.9 67.1 70.5 68.1 59.7 69.8 11 12 14 12 17 18
Richland 1 39.2 52.3 57.9 51.6 46.6 58.4 43 40 35 47 48 44
Richland 2 62.8 76.5 81.5 74.2 69.2 76.1 4 5 4 7 7 7
Saluda 45.3 43.7 48.6 38.0 36.1 39.9 32 54 56 72 70 75
Spartanburg 1 61.2 64.3 70.3 70.8 62.2 66.0 5 17 15 10 14 27
Spartanburg 2 52.4 64.1 74.3 68.7 63.0 70.4 13 18 9 11 13 14
Spartanburg 3 51.9 60.4 78.8 67.8 55.7 71.1 15 24 5 13 25 12
Spartanburg 4 51.3 56.6 49.4 66.6 50.8 68.6 20 35 55 15 37 20
Spartanburg 5 55.8 68.5 70.9 64.5 63.2 71.4 10 10 12 21 12 11
Spartanburg 6 51.7 66.8 76.8 70.9 67.8 70.3 17 13 7 9 9 15
Spartanburg 7 43.5 51.4 58.5 53.2 44.2 50.2 35 42 32 40 56 58
Sumter 02 40.8 56.8 58.2 58.3 52.6 64.8 40 33 34 32 31 30
Sumter 17 42.6 55.7 61.3 61.1 52.1 62.5 36 37 30 29 35 34
Union 31.4 51.4 54.2 56.9 50.4 59.8 60 41 46 35 39 39
Williamsburg 26.2 37.4 43.8 42.4 34.5 54.4 67 64 66 63 73 49
York 1 38.3 56.8 57.7 53.0 50.6 55.6 44 34 36 42 38 46
York 2 59.2 72.3 76.3 75.3 68.6 74.3 8 7 8 6 8 9
York 3 47.6 57.9 66.6 64.1 60.0 67.4 26 29 23 22 16 22
York 4 72.4 91.6 94.5 82.4 78.3 84.7 2 1 1 2 2 1





          
           
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-4. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 5 ELA
Grade 5 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 54.7 52.4 47.1 50.9 48.4 65.5 28 44 50 45 33 23
Aiken 62.1 68.1 63.4 63.3 56.4 67.3 15 13 24 24 18 21
Allendale 11.2 12.1 27.6 20.4 9.2 28.8 84 86 75 85 85 81
Anderson 1 64.9 73.6 74.1 73.7 68.3 83.3 10 9 7 5 6 3
Anderson 2 56.5 58.0 66.1 65.2 65.4 78.0 24 29 19 19 10 8
Anderson 3 54.2 62.1 56.0 48.6 44.4 55.7 29 21 38 49 41 47
Anderson 4 62.7 70.9 74.8 71.4 68.2 69.2 14 11 6 8 7 16
Anderson 5 59.9 57.6 66.2 62.8 56.5 77.3 17 31 18 26 17 9
Bamberg 1 55.0 53.0 53.3 48.0 32.2 43.3 27 40 42 50 64 70
Bamberg 2 37.1 29.4 26.8 34.5 23.2 47.8 61 76 76 76 78 59
Barnwell 19 17.0 27.7 22.2 37.5 21.5 31.1 82 78 80 71 81 78
Barnwell 29 40.1 58.7 46.6 64.8 38.2 53.3 55 26 51 21 51 52
Barnwell 45 59.0 42.8 41.0 47.5 37.8 49.2 18 60 62 51 53 55
Beaufort 58.3 57.9 65.9 63.2 49.0 61.8 19 30 21 25 31 33
Berkeley 53.3 56.2 60.7 57.2 46.8 57.4 32 32 26 29 36 42
Calhoun 40.0 48.2 38.9 44.6 31.1 24.7 56 52 64 56 68 83
Charleston 53.4 60.5 62.6 58.0 46.9 59.5 31 23 25 28 35 39
Cherokee 46.8 52.5 50.6 46.8 45.5 53.6 46 42 46 53 39 51
Chester 38.0 44.4 42.3 45.8 35.6 50.6 59 56 59 55 57 54
Chesterfield 39.1 49.0 51.4 54.1 43.9 60.7 58 50 43 38 42 35
Clarendon 1 24.2 20.1 19.0 28.4 23.2 25.6 76 82 82 82 79 82
Clarendon 2 41.3 42.1 44.7 37.7 32.0 37.2 53 61 53 70 65 74
Clarendon 3 73.3 51.7 58.7 51.8 48.0 59.6 5 45 31 43 34 38
Colleton 34.5 37.4 41.5 42.2 34.2 45.4 66 68 61 61 60 64
Darlington 35.3 40.5 43.8 39.5 33.2 43.8 65 63 58 65 63 68
Dillon 1 34.4 34.5 23.0 38.0 22.1 30.7 67 71 79 68 80 79
Dillon 2 25.1 36.0 29.3 44.3 35.5 48.6 73 69 73 58 58 57
Dillon 3 42.4 41.6 43.8 50.1 35.6 56.1 51 62 57 47 56 45
Dorchester 2 64.8 71.0 68.4 65.7 55.3 73.3 11 10 17 17 23 13
Dorchester 4 35.4 32.7 38.3 39.7 33.4 62.1 63 74 65 64 62 32
Edgefield 49.9 59.5 56.3 58.5 51.2 60.0 40 25 36 27 28 37
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Table A-4 cont. Grade 5 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 32.3 30.1 26.0 37.8 25.4 36.7 69 75 77 69 74 75
Florence 1 57.6 55.9 58.1 52.5 38.0 55.1 21 34 34 42 52 48
Florence 2 52.4 62.6 58.0 51.7 44.7 49.0 35 20 35 44 40 56
Florence 3 29.1 43.4 35.3 38.5 35.8 46.6 71 59 69 67 55 61
Florence 4 9.0 22.9 8.7 29.6 28.2 45.3 86 81 84 81 73 66
Florence 5 42.7 53.7 55.0 50.3 49.2 65.8 50 39 39 46 30 22
Georgetown 49.8 55.3 50.6 54.2 49.7 69.0 42 36 45 37 29 17
Greenville 70.3 73.9 73.0 70.6 55.8 64.8 9 7 9 10 21 25
Greenwood 50 52.8 56.0 59.5 55.8 53.3 64.0 33 33 27 31 26 26
Greenwood 51 49.8 50.9 50.4 34.8 59.0 60.7 41 47 47 75 15 34
Greenwood 52 71.9 58.3 73.8 71.7 61.6 78.3 7 28 8 7 12 7
Hampton 1 39.8 55.4 50.1 54.6 41.5 56.7 57 35 48 34 47 43
Hampton 2 18.5 12.9 25.6 29.7 18.1 23.2 80 85 78 80 84 84
Horry 57.3 65.5 70.5 68.6 68.7 82.6 23 14 12 13 5 4
Jasper 17.8 17.4 21.6 30.5 20.8 22.3 81 83 81 79 82 85
Kershaw 55.1 55.0 58.6 64.4 55.3 67.3 26 37 32 22 24 20
Lancaster 42.4 49.2 44.5 46.7 40.4 54.1 52 49 55 54 49 50
Laurens 55 50.6 49.3 54.4 52.6 51.4 63.7 39 48 40 40 27 29
Laurens 56 51.0 44.3 44.6 48.8 41.9 56.4 37 57 54 48 46 44
Lee 15.0 15.6 18.2 25.2 24.6 31.2 83 84 83 84 75 77
Lexington 1 77.3 85.1 83.8 72.2 69.5 75.4 4 2 3 6 3 11
Lexington 2 61.8 63.9 68.5 65.0 56.1 63.8 16 19 16 20 19 28
Lexington 3 47.6 53.7 56.3 41.3 34.5 33.1 44 38 37 63 59 76
Lexington 4 34.4 46.8 35.6 43.2 31.2 48.1 68 54 68 60 66 58
Lexington 5 87.0 90.0 93.0 85.2 73.8 87.7 1 1 2 2 2 2
Marion 1 24.4 33.9 29.3 43.6 19.4 45.1 75 72 74 59 83 67
Marion 2 44.4 38.3 43.9 44.4 36.8 43.0 49 66 56 57 54 71
Marion 3 10.8 26.5 -- N/A N/A N/A 85 80 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 22.4 29.1 -- N/A N/A N/A 78 77 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 34.8 30.9 45.4 N/A N/A -- 74 69 65
Marlboro 22.2 33.2 36.1 30.8 24.4 40.6 79 73 67 78 76 73
McCormick 23.2 34.7 35.0 34.4 28.3 29.0 77 70 70 77 72 80
Newberry 35.4 48.2 44.9 46.9 38.6 55.7 64 53 52 52 50 46
Oconee 53.8 65.1 64.8 65.8 55.5 67.6 30 16 23 16 22 19
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Table A-4 cont. Grade 5 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 24.9 26.8 32.0 27.4 24.1 42.3 74 79 72 83 77 72
Orangeburg 4 35.7 45.4 37.0 38.6 31.2 43.4 62 55 66 66 67 69
Orangeburg 5 29.3 38.2 33.6 34.8 29.1 54.2 70 67 71 73 70 49
Pickens 64.7 74.1 71.3 70.9 66.8 78.7 12 6 11 9 9 6
Richland 1 46.8 52.5 58.6 54.4 40.4 52.5 47 43 33 36 48 53
Richland 2 73.3 74.9 79.7 76.6 67.0 75.7 6 4 4 4 8 10
Saluda 38.0 39.4 41.0 35.3 28.7 46.1 60 65 63 72 71 62
Spartanburg 1 79.9 74.4 70.3 68.2 68.7 73.9 3 5 13 14 4 12
Spartanburg 2 56.4 59.9 69.7 66.2 60.3 78.9 25 24 15 15 13 5
Spartanburg 3 57.7 61.0 65.9 77.7 62.3 72.8 20 22 20 3 11 14
Spartanburg 4 52.7 65.0 51.3 57.0 55.9 62.2 34 17 44 30 20 31
Spartanburg 5 71.7 64.0 70.3 63.6 46.7 65.2 8 18 14 23 37 24
Spartanburg 6 63.6 68.2 73.0 70.0 59.1 69.9 13 12 10 11 14 15
Spartanburg 7 47.5 52.7 54.1 53.1 42.3 47.8 45 41 41 39 45 60
Sumter 17 51.0 51.1 59.1 52.5 48.4 59.1 38 46 29 41 32 40
Sumter 02 47.9 58.6 58.8 54.7 42.4 57.7 43 27 30 33 44 41
Union 41.2 43.5 47.2 54.5 43.4 64.0 54 58 49 35 43 27
Williamsburg 27.3 40.4 42.1 41.8 33.9 45.7 72 64 60 62 61 63
York 1 45.1 48.4 59.2 55.3 45.9 60.6 48 51 28 32 38 36
York 2 57.5 73.9 77.4 69.5 58.8 68.4 22 8 5 12 16 18
York 3 51.5 65.3 65.4 65.3 54.7 63.1 36 15 22 18 25 30
York 4 81.0 84.1 93.3 86.7 80.1 89.4 2 3 1 1 1 1





          
           
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-5. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 6 ELA
Grade 6 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 39.1 59.8 45.4 46.9 44.4 44.8 55 29 61 64 49 45
Aiken 54.0 64.7 66.5 62.9 56.6 58.5 20 18 18 34 24 20
Allendale 22.6 10.9 20.8 33.4 14.6 14.6 81 86 81 78 85 84
Anderson 1 72.1 88.3 86.5 99.8 77.7 80.4 5 3 2 1 2 3
Anderson 2 61.3 73.1 68.2 75.6 65.1 73.5 10 8 13 11 10 6
Anderson 3 49.3 70.5 63.7 66.4 50.3 58.6 31 12 23 24 35 19
Anderson 4 41.9 65.6 62.7 68.0 56.0 57.3 46 17 25 20 25 22
Anderson 5 49.8 57.0 61.3 67.1 61.5 74.0 29 34 28 22 14 5
Bamberg 1 32.5 56.4 49.0 48.1 29.4 24.7 70 38 52 62 77 79
Bamberg 2 30.3 23.9 36.4 29.4 31.6 43.8 75 81 71 80 73 49
Barnwell 19 26.6 29.3 30.8 24.7 36.9 37.3 79 77 76 82 61 58
Barnwell 29 81.8 56.8 67.5 51.6 53.1 44.6 2 35 16 51 30 46
Barnwell 45 57.1 51.9 46.6 62.1 45.8 38.4 14 45 58 35 47 56
Beaufort 49.2 62.1 57.6 63.2 46.9 49.6 32 23 38 33 44 38
Berkeley 51.6 62.4 61.5 63.2 54.1 49.2 27 22 27 32 28 39
Calhoun 26.8 47.3 44.1 42.9 35.5 37.3 78 54 62 68 66 59
Charleston 46.5 55.0 58.4 64.4 53.7 55.4 39 41 36 28 29 31
Cherokee 40.6 50.0 48.2 48.5 39.4 47.7 49 48 54 60 54 41
Chester 30.5 30.6 40.5 45.4 36.0 34.9 73 74 65 67 65 65
Chesterfield 34.6 50.2 50.8 55.7 43.5 48.9 64 47 48 46 50 40
Clarendon 1 38.3 30.1 29.7 36.8 30.5 23.2 58 75 77 74 75 80
Clarendon 2 34.6 51.2 43.2 52.9 33.2 32.6 65 46 63 47 70 70
Clarendon 3 45.2 62.8 49.4 56.8 48.3 44.5 40 21 50 44 41 47
Colleton 32.5 35.9 36.9 46.3 32.1 26.5 71 69 69 65 71 78
Darlington 42.1 44.5 39.9 49.5 38.8 42.3 45 59 67 57 57 52
Dillon 1 39.9 49.7 36.9 49.1 49.2 36.3 52 50 70 58 38 62
Dillon 2 31.7 44.7 46.5 50.1 50.2 32.4 72 58 60 56 36 71
Dillon 3 41.7 48.5 53.3 56.0 45.9 35.9 47 52 44 45 46 63
Dorchester 2 59.2 61.5 68.2 67.7 58.9 61.8 12 25 14 21 19 15
Dorchester 4 23.1 39.0 26.2 50.7 33.3 33.2 80 67 79 55 69 68
Edgefield 34.4 50.0 54.3 51.3 50.1 56.0 67 49 43 53 37 28
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Table A-5 cont. Grade 6 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 39.3 31.8 34.4 42.1 37.3 32.2 54 71 74 69 59 73
Florence 1 53.1 56.6 56.5 61.7 47.5 50.4 23 37 39 36 43 37
Florence 2 42.6 58.9 58.6 61.6 42.0 52.2 43 31 35 37 53 34
Florence 3 44.5 41.0 56.0 47.1 36.8 35.8 42 66 40 63 63 64
Florence 4 7.2 12.0 21.5 16.9 22.1 37.3 86 85 80 85 81 60
Florence 5 48.3 58.5 59.5 64.1 45.2 62.8 34 32 32 30 48 14
Georgetown 42.6 54.1 46.5 51.4 43.0 39.4 44 43 59 52 51 55
Greenville 54.2 68.1 69.8 72.0 59.6 56.6 19 14 10 13 18 26
Greenwood 50 53.1 60.2 58.1 71.3 55.9 57.0 24 28 37 14 26 24
Greenwood 51 56.0 58.2 62.0 51.8 51.8 64.1 15 33 26 50 32 13
Greenwood 52 41.7 61.2 65.3 83.9 58.1 61.7 48 26 20 7 22 16
Hampton 1 54.7 56.6 69.5 66.2 55.3 55.6 17 36 11 25 27 30
Hampton 2 17.3 14.1 19.4 22.2 16.9 21.1 82 84 83 83 84 81
Horry 57.2 69.0 66.4 75.6 63.8 68.9 13 13 19 10 11 9
Jasper 12.3 21.9 20.0 20.6 21.5 19.6 85 82 82 84 82 83
Kershaw 46.7 64.1 61.2 69.8 62.4 56.6 38 19 29 17 13 25
Lancaster 38.5 45.6 46.7 51.1 42.8 41.9 57 57 57 54 52 53
Laurens 55 51.8 56.2 55.5 66.0 50.8 57.8 26 39 41 26 34 21
Laurens 56 33.1 43.3 40.0 51.9 36.4 43.4 69 61 66 49 64 51
Lee 13.4 16.2 17.9 33.9 30.1 34.7 84 83 84 77 76 66
Lexington 1 67.5 84.9 84.4 87.9 72.7 72.9 7 5 3 4 5 7
Lexington 2 59.7 72.6 66.5 63.2 60.5 60.8 11 10 17 31 15 18
Lexington 3 54.6 49.2 63.2 58.0 37.1 47.5 18 51 24 40 60 42
Lexington 4 39.8 42.1 51.1 40.4 36.9 31.5 53 64 46 72 62 74
Lexington 5 84.3 94.0 92.6 92.0 83.9 83.6 1 1 1 2 1 1
Marion 1 38.7 35.1 33.6 30.1 30.7 20.5 56 70 75 79 74 2
Marion 2 37.2 55.0 49.0 41.9 48.9 29.1 61 40 51 71 39 76
Marion 3 30.4 29.7 -- N/A N/A N/A 74 76 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 33.4 31.7 -- N/A N/A N/A 68 72 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 28.1 18.5 31.4 N/A N/A -- 81 83 75
Marlboro 34.4 26.9 35.5 34.4 25.9 32.8 66 79 73 76 79 69
McCormick 28.8 26.2 28.2 35.5 34.6 13.6 76 80 78 75 67 85
Newberry 35.1 46.2 41.2 40.2 37.5 39.4 63 56 64 73 58 54
Oconee 48.0 60.8 58.9 66.7 58.3 53.9 36 27 34 23 20 33
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Table A-5 cont. Grade 6 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 16.6 27.4 35.6 48.5 25.4 28.8 83 78 72 59 80 77
Orangeburg 4 52.8 41.1 50.6 41.9 31.8 33.3 25 65 49 70 72 67
Orangeburg 5 28.6 31.5 39.6 45.4 34.5 32.4 77 73 68 66 68 72
Pickens 53.9 72.8 72.4 74.5 62.6 60.8 21 9 9 12 12 17
Richland 1 37.3 42.3 48.9 56.9 51.0 43.6 60 63 53 43 33 50
Richland 2 63.4 75.8 76.1 82.8 68.4 65.6 8 6 5 8 7 11
Saluda 40.4 42.5 50.9 52.0 29.0 36.9 50 62 47 48 78 61
Spartanburg 1 73.4 85.5 75.0 90.1 73.4 80.6 3 4 7 3 4 2
Spartanburg 2 72.5 75.6 75.3 80.6 69.1 68.9 4 7 6 9 6 8
Spartanburg 3 53.3 66.3 64.5 70.6 67.8 64.3 22 16 22 16 8 12
Spartanburg 4 48.7 53.9 58.9 57.2 48.3 55.7 33 44 33 42 40 29
Spartanburg 5 62.2 71.7 65.1 69.2 58.0 57.2 9 11 21 18 23 23
Spartanburg 6 55.1 66.7 68.7 71.3 60.3 54.4 16 15 12 15 16 32
Spartanburg 7 50.3 59.6 59.5 64.9 46.9 47.2 28 30 31 27 45 43
Sumter 02 35.7 47.5 55.2 59.2 39.0 44.4 62 53 42 38 56 48
Sumter 17 40.2 44.5 51.4 58.3 47.6 46.4 51 60 45 39 42 44
Union 45.0 47.0 47.3 57.5 58.2 51.1 41 55 55 41 21 35
Williamsburg 37.4 38.0 47.3 48.3 39.2 37.7 59 68 56 61 55 57
York 1 46.8 54.9 60.9 64.2 52.0 50.6 37 42 30 29 31 36
York 2 48.2 61.7 73.6 84.2 67.3 67.1 35 24 8 6 9 10
York 3 49.5 62.8 67.8 68.6 60.1 56.4 30 20 15 19 17 27
York 4 70.2 89.3 83.4 87.2 76.0 76.0 6 2 4 5 3 4





           
           
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-6. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 7 ELA
Grade 7 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 42.3 56.7 51.9 48.0 46.6 57.1 43 35 40 54 46 31
Aiken 60.0 65.6 64.5 67.4 56.0 68.2 15 18 20 18 27 14
Allendale 10.9 14.2 24.9 26.5 23.5 28.2 86 86 81 80 78 83
Anderson 1 79.1 85.8 81.9 90.6 82.1 86.2 3 3 5 2 2 2
Anderson 2 62.5 73.2 64.2 68.7 61.0 66.8 13 10 21 16 15 15
Anderson 3 37.8 53.7 59.1 56.7 55.0 48.2 51 40 27 40 28 48
Anderson 4 41.1 52.8 58.4 56.8 46.6 58.2 45 42 29 39 43 30
Anderson 5 56.8 52.4 58.7 63.1 56.4 71.0 21 43 28 27 23 12
Bamberg 1 50.5 48.8 54.8 44.6 46.1 35.1 29 48 37 58 47 76
Bamberg 2 20.8 20.7 42.2 55.5 44.8 56.8 81 82 60 41 49 32
Barnwell 19 35.8 48.3 32.6 36.7 23.4 40.5 57 49 75 73 79 60
Barnwell 29 67.6 91.1 66.9 67.1 50.5 63.6 6 1 18 19 35 23
Barnwell 45 45.7 58.7 41.5 47.8 46.6 48.7 39 32 61 55 45 47
Beaufort 52.1 57.4 56.7 59.5 52.8 53.4 24 34 34 34 30 38
Berkeley 46.6 54.7 54.8 53.4 48.1 54.7 37 38 36 45 39 35
Calhoun 35.1 36.8 39.8 37.1 34.2 39.2 60 66 64 71 65 65
Charleston 48.2 57.9 54.0 59.2 52.8 53.9 33 33 39 35 31 37
Cherokee 38.3 44.2 46.5 47.2 43.4 47.1 49 58 54 56 54 51
Chester 32.1 39.6 30.1 42.3 42.4 40.6 65 65 77 62 55 58
Chesterfield 36.8 53.0 56.3 55.0 51.1 50.5 54 41 35 42 34 41
Clarendon 1 18.5 40.0 38.2 36.9 24.3 36.5 83 63 68 72 76 72
Clarendon 2 28.4 46.1 41.4 40.0 37.4 36.3 71 56 62 66 60 73
Clarendon 3 27.8 55.6 68.1 52.9 36.1 52.5 73 37 12 48 63 39
Colleton 31.8 42.8 40.8 39.9 30.1 30.3 66 61 63 67 69 81
Darlington 33.4 36.2 32.8 38.9 38.4 43.5 64 69 74 69 59 54
Dillon 1 21.1 36.2 45.8 32.0 21.8 40.5 80 70 56 77 80 61
Dillon 2 27.2 30.3 31.8 39.5 20.8 34.5 75 78 76 68 81 77
Dillon 3 38.2 61.3 49.6 58.0 44.0 66.6 50 26 47 38 53 16
Dorchester 2 57.9 64.6 68.0 69.9 62.1 65.5 18 20 13 12 12 20
Dorchester 4 24.1 34.7 39.6 38.4 33.7 40.5 78 71 65 70 66 59
Edgefield 39.7 50.0 54.3 59.7 57.4 72.4 47 45 38 31 21 8
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Table A-6 cont. Grade 7 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 21.8 27.7 33.2 24.4 24.7 30.5 79 80 73 83 75 80
Florence 1 47.1 54.7 50.9 58.4 51.5 49.5 36 39 44 37 33 45
Florence 2 50.7 67.4 72.1 65.3 56.1 41.8 28 15 9 22 25 56
Florence 3 37.4 29.7 38.3 50.9 39.7 41.5 52 79 67 50 57 57
Florence 4 26.2 15.3 19.2 25.3 13.0 40.1 76 85 83 81 85 62
Florence 5 34.7 62.6 51.1 53.4 49.6 54.0 61 23 43 46 36 36
Georgetown 35.8 49.1 47.7 48.7 44.2 50.6 58 47 50 52 51 40
Greenville 54.6 63.7 65.2 69.2 58.5 62.8 22 22 19 14 19 26
Greenwood 50 62.8 61.3 58.1 64.6 63.0 62.8 12 25 31 25 11 27
Greenwood 51 37.4 40.2 47.0 51.3 27.3 36.8 53 62 53 49 73 70
Greenwood 52 59.1 75.8 71.8 71.6 72.4 74.2 17 9 10 11 6 7
Hampton 1 38.4 67.9 67.4 60.8 49.2 49.4 48 14 15 30 37 46
Hampton 2 19.5 31.1 25.9 25.1 27.8 26.1 82 77 80 82 72 85
Horry 57.5 67.0 67.2 69.7 61.8 72.3 20 17 16 13 14 10
Jasper 16.7 18.5 29.5 21.6 18.2 27.9 84 84 79 84 84 84
Kershaw 52.7 59.8 64.0 65.0 57.1 66.1 23 28 22 23 22 18
Lancaster 42.5 48.1 44.2 46.1 44.4 49.8 42 51 57 57 50 44
Laurens 55 51.1 49.3 58.4 59.2 58.4 60.0 26 46 30 36 20 29
Laurens 56 35.5 42.9 50.2 42.8 47.0 39.3 59 60 46 61 41 64
Lee 16.1 20.8 10.5 21.0 18.3 29.7 85 81 84 85 83 82
Lexington 1 71.4 80.3 83.2 81.1 69.7 71.2 5 6 4 5 7 11
Lexington 2 57.6 71.9 73.2 65.0 62.1 62.8 19 12 7 24 13 25
Lexington 3 59.4 55.8 59.5 64.1 54.2 55.5 16 36 26 26 29 33
Lexington 4 36.6 51.9 43.7 54.7 26.8 35.6 55 44 59 43 74 74
Lexington 5 90.0 88.1 83.9 90.1 79.0 80.8 1 2 3 3 3 4
Marion 1 24.5 32.8 30.0 29.7 23.8 38.5 77 73 78 78 77 67
Marion 2 49.2 32.5 35.8 34.5 29.4 38.4 32 74 70 75 70 68
Marion 3 30.3 46.3 -- N/A N/A N/A 70 55 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 31.2 32.2 -- N/A N/A N/A 68 76 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 27.7 18.8 35.3 N/A N/A -- 79 82 75
Marlboro 36.3 39.6 39.5 36.6 32.1 31.8 56 64 66 74 68 79
McCormick 28.2 32.3 24.5 40.8 28.4 33.2 72 75 82 64 71 78
Newberry 34.2 46.6 46.3 44.3 37.1 39.7 62 54 55 59 61 63
Oconee 51.7 62.4 60.2 59.6 56.4 64.9 25 24 25 32 24 21
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Table A-6 cont. Grade 7 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 27.4 19.0 33.9 34.1 33.0 36.8 74 83 72 76 67 69
Orangeburg 4 48.0 67.4 47.0 43.3 36.7 38.6 34 16 52 60 62 66
Orangeburg 5 31.0 33.1 36.9 41.8 34.7 36.6 69 72 69 63 64 71
Pickens 63.2 70.5 72.8 72.9 63.9 65.7 10 13 8 10 10 19
Richland 1 43.8 44.2 48.1 48.7 46.6 50.2 41 57 49 53 44 42
Richland 2 65.4 76.8 79.0 77.1 69.4 72.3 8 8 6 6 8 9
Saluda 40.4 36.3 51.7 67.6 39.7 43.7 46 67 41 17 56 53
Spartanburg 1 66.8 79.4 69.0 74.7 75.1 77.4 7 7 11 7 4 6
Spartanburg 2 84.2 81.6 88.8 95.8 86.9 92.2 2 5 1 1 1 1
Spartanburg 3 49.5 64.4 60.3 62.1 52.6 77.7 31 21 24 28 32 5
Spartanburg 4 47.1 59.2 48.5 65.9 47.0 47.3 35 30 48 21 40 50
Spartanburg 5 62.9 65.3 57.0 67.1 59.6 69.2 11 19 32 20 17 13
Spartanburg 6 60.6 72.7 67.1 73.4 56.0 63.2 14 11 17 8 26 24
Spartanburg 7 45.3 48.2 50.5 54.6 48.7 47.4 40 50 45 44 38 49
Sumter 02 31.3 44.1 47.1 59.6 46.0 49.9 67 59 51 33 48 43
Sumter 17 46.6 47.0 51.6 53.2 46.8 46.8 38 53 42 47 42 52
Union 41.8 47.9 44.0 49.7 39.7 55.3 44 52 58 51 58 34
Williamsburg 33.6 36.3 35.1 40.3 44.2 42.3 63 68 71 65 52 55
York 1 49.9 59.0 56.7 61.8 60.7 64.5 30 31 33 29 16 22
York 2 51.1 59.5 67.6 73.2 64.2 66.3 27 29 14 9 9 17
York 3 65.3 60.5 62.7 68.8 59.5 60.9 9 27 23 15 18 28
York 4 76.8 84.4 84.0 86.7 73.1 81.3 4 4 2 4 5 3





           
           
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-7. PACT Index and District Rankings: Grade 8 ELA
Grade 8 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 43.2 45.2 45.8 51.6 37.8 54.4 49 49 55 45 63 44
Aiken 60.2 64.7 63.8 66.6 60.2 69.6 12 13 18 21 14 19
Allendale 1.7 21.8 20.9 26.6 16.2 33.8 86 81 81 81 84 78
Anderson 1 68.3 75.7 78.0 84.8 73.6 88.6 8 5 5 4 3 1
Anderson 2 47.7 52.9 65.8 67.7 52.8 76.8 36 34 13 20 28 8
Anderson 3 36.4 49.9 51.9 55.0 45.9 65.9 66 37 41 41 44 32
Anderson 4 38.3 53.1 61.4 70.7 62.8 75.7 59 32 22 17 11 10
Anderson 5 67.5 57.3 51.6 64.5 56.0 77.9 10 24 42 24 22 7
Bamberg 1 52.4 60.5 55.6 59.8 39.7 46.7 26 21 33 33 58 61
Bamberg 2 27.0 37.2 31.2 39.8 51.4 50.1 74 65 75 65 32 55
Barnwell 19 21.3 37.7 35.8 32.9 39.7 32.2 80 64 68 79 59 79
Barnwell 29 76.8 79.4 87.7 76.3 54.0 59.4 4 2 1 10 26 36
Barnwell 45 42.2 42.7 48.1 50.3 40.9 56.3 52 55 49 48 56 40
Beaufort 46.3 54.3 55.0 59.4 47.2 63.2 41 29 35 34 40 34
Berkeley 50.8 53.8 54.8 57.0 45.7 56.4 29 30 36 38 45 39
Calhoun 25.3 38.8 29.6 40.7 26.5 41.0 79 63 76 64 76 69
Charleston 50.3 53.1 59.7 60.5 50.3 66.3 30 33 25 32 34 31
Cherokee 36.4 40.7 41.8 47.9 41.1 52.4 65 59 61 53 53 49
Chester 27.3 32.7 38.0 35.3 37.7 44.8 73 71 65 74 64 65
Chesterfield 43.9 45.6 56.0 58.7 48.4 60.0 47 47 32 35 38 35
Clarendon 1 26.5 22.8 34.6 42.5 35.6 34.8 75 80 72 61 67 75
Clarendon 2 38.4 36.7 48.3 48.4 31.9 45.2 58 66 48 52 71 63
Clarendon 3 50.1 31.3 45.6 71.4 45.2 45.6 31 72 56 15 46 62
Colleton 37.8 47.1 46.2 50.6 38.3 47.0 60 40 54 47 60 60
Darlington 42.8 39.2 38.1 36.9 36.4 49.5 50 61 64 70 65 56
Dillon 1 25.8 23.0 45.5 44.2 23.9 34.5 77 79 57 60 78 76
Dillon 2 11.5 28.9 39.3 33.5 33.7 31.3 83 76 63 78 68 80
Dillon 3 49.7 58.6 56.6 56.2 44.4 54.6 32 23 31 40 47 43
Dorchester 2 60.2 63.5 64.7 71.3 59.5 68.7 14 15 16 16 16 23
Dorchester 4 37.8 20.3 22.2 35.8 23.0 52.5 61 82 80 73 79 48
Edgefield 52.2 52.7 60.6 61.0 54.6 67.3 27 35 23 31 24 26
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Table A-7 cont. Grade 8 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 37.2 27.3 31.8 30.3 21.7 35.9 62 78 74 80 80 73
Florence 1 53.0 49.5 55.4 57.5 46.6 57.0 24 38 34 36 42 38
Florence 2 81.4 54.8 63.4 77.2 55.9 69.2 2 28 19 9 23 20
Florence 3 28.9 28.1 34.2 35.9 32.4 44.7 71 77 73 72 70 66
Florence 4 40.7 19.0 22.7 24.1 26.7 26.1 56 83 79 83 75 83
Florence 5 46.6 46.6 56.9 64.4 52.0 68.8 40 45 29 25 30 22
Georgetown 42.0 51.3 47.2 57.0 40.9 55.9 53 36 51 39 55 41
Greenville 59.4 61.5 62.4 69.1 59.0 66.9 16 19 20 18 18 29
Greenwood 50 60.2 61.0 59.5 62.9 56.9 72.0 13 20 26 28 20 15
Greenwood 51 46.0 36.5 39.6 46.9 47.7 39.0 42 67 62 56 39 71
Greenwood 52 72.1 64.9 75.6 77.3 64.9 75.6 5 12 8 8 9 11
Hampton 1 48.2 43.1 57.4 64.6 51.7 57.5 35 52 28 23 31 37
Hampton 2 10.4 5.4 17.7 34.3 11.7 21.9 85 86 83 76 85 85
Horry 58.9 63.7 64.9 71.5 62.4 74.6 18 14 15 14 12 13
Jasper 11.3 16.8 20.9 23.2 21.1 26.9 84 84 82 84 81 82
Kershaw 53.0 55.9 57.8 65.0 52.7 66.5 25 26 27 22 29 30
Lancaster 42.2 45.4 47.0 49.4 40.9 48.2 51 48 53 50 54 58
Laurens 55 44.5 45.1 53.0 57.0 48.8 70.0 44 50 38 37 36 18
Laurens 56 41.7 42.7 45.3 47.9 46.6 50.2 54 56 58 55 41 54
Lee 13.1 12.8 16.6 23.1 18.2 29.7 82 85 84 85 82 81
Lexington 1 69.3 71.3 76.3 83.5 72.5 76.6 7 8 6 5 5 9
Lexington 2 64.7 62.5 72.0 72.9 60.2 70.0 11 17 10 12 15 17
Lexington 3 36.9 46.7 52.9 47.9 43.3 67.3 64 44 39 54 49 27
Lexington 4 25.9 47.1 48.7 41.0 46.4 35.8 76 41 47 63 43 74
Lexington 5 88.5 89.0 85.3 90.1 81.8 82.8 1 1 2 1 1 4
Marion 1 44.0 32.9 34.9 33.7 29.4 34.3 46 70 70 77 73 77
Marion 2 34.3 33.5 29.6 37.0 28.4 37.1 68 69 77 69 74 72
Marion 3 25.4 44.9 -- N/A N/A N/A 78 51 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 48.7 41.7 -- N/A N/A N/A 34 57 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 37.7 18.0 25.8 N/A N/A -- 68 83 84
Marlboro 37.2 29.5 36.3 36.3 26.5 40.9 63 75 67 71 77 70
McCormick 34.7 31.2 35.8 26.1 35.8 48.2 67 73 69 82 66 59
Newberry 34.3 41.7 43.1 46.2 39.9 50.3 69 58 59 59 57 53
Oconee 56.7 69.6 65.8 62.2 60.9 67.4 20 10 14 29 13 25
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Table A-7 cont. Grade 8 ELA PACT Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 19.8 30.8 24.1 34.4 30.5 44.9 81 74 78 75 72 64
Orangeburg 4 55.2 43.1 54.6 42.1 38.0 41.5 22 54 37 62 62 68
Orangeburg 5 28.2 36.1 34.7 39.3 33.2 41.7 72 68 71 66 69 67
Pickens 59.6 69.7 68.8 74.4 64.2 71.4 15 9 11 11 10 16
Richland 1 40.9 46.0 50.6 50.2 42.2 51.9 55 46 43 49 51 50
Richland 2 68.3 73.6 73.0 80.8 67.3 77.9 9 7 9 6 6 6
Saluda 47.4 43.1 36.6 51.0 53.0 51.7 37 53 66 46 27 51
Spartanburg 1 57.5 75.4 75.9 78.6 66.5 79.2 19 6 7 7 8 5
Spartanburg 2 72.1 78.1 80.4 88.7 79.4 85.6 6 4 4 3 2 3
Spartanburg 3 50.9 63.0 60.5 63.4 58.9 73.4 28 16 24 27 19 14
Spartanburg 4 44.1 55.1 50.0 46.3 48.7 49.0 45 27 44 58 37 57
Spartanburg 5 49.2 57.3 63.9 63.8 54.3 65.5 33 25 17 26 25 33
Spartanburg 6 59.1 67.1 67.8 72.6 59.0 67.7 17 11 12 13 17 24
Spartanburg 7 43.2 53.3 47.1 55.0 49.2 54.0 48 31 52 42 35 45
Sumter 02 45.7 39.1 48.1 49.0 42.5 55.7 43 62 50 51 50 42
Sumter 17 47.2 46.7 52.1 52.4 42.0 53.2 38 43 40 44 52 47
Union 47.0 47.0 48.9 46.6 44.4 51.0 39 42 46 57 48 52
Williamsburg 30.4 39.3 41.9 39.0 38.3 53.5 70 60 60 67 61 46
York 1 40.3 48.3 49.3 54.8 51.3 74.7 57 39 45 43 33 12
York 2 55.9 61.8 61.5 67.9 66.9 69.0 21 18 21 19 7 21
York 3 53.7 59.7 56.7 61.3 56.1 66.9 23 22 30 30 21 28
York 4 78.4 78.6 81.6 90.1 72.8 87.0 3 3 3 2 4 2





         
             
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
              
              
              
              
              
              
              
               
               
               
              
              
               
               
               
               
               
              
Table A-8. PACT Combined Performance Index and District Rankings
PACT Combined Index (All Grades & Tests) District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 41.7 50.8 52.9 53.0 53.8 62.6 38 34 35 42 33 31
Aiken 52.8 61.0 62.2 64.2 62.7 68.4 13 14 19 18 19 18
Allendale 13.0 18.4 28.5 26.6 25.6 31.6 85 83 79 83 84 83
Anderson 1 59.8 71.4 74.7 81.1 77.8 84.3 6 4 4 3 3 3
Anderson 2 49.8 62.2 65.8 72.4 69.9 78.6 19 13 11 9 9 5
Anderson 3 35.1 48.6 52.3 53.1 52.3 60.3 49 41 37 41 37 34
Anderson 4 44.0 59.0 61.9 71.2 67.9 65.3 27 21 21 11 11 25
Anderson 5 51.3 54.5 61.2 63.5 63.3 75.1 15 27 22 22 17 8
Bamberg 1 40.8 49.3 52.7 52.4 49.0 49.8 40 38 36 46 50 60
Bamberg 2 19.0 26.2 31.8 32.5 32.3 38.4 78 80 76 78 75 77
Barnwell 19 19.4 30.3 28.2 28.2 31.5 38.8 77 73 80 81 79 75
Barnwell 29 54.7 60.1 61.1 56.2 49.6 51.2 10 16 23 32 49 56
Barnwell 45 36.6 45.1 42.9 50.2 46.3 52.2 45 48 59 52 58 53
Beaufort 45.7 51.3 53.2 56.0 52.1 59.4 24 32 34 33 39 36
Berkeley 43.3 53.0 54.7 55.4 54.3 58.7 31 29 31 34 32 38
Calhoun 29.6 43.0 42.4 42.1 40.9 43.9 61 55 61 65 66 69
Charleston 42.9 51.8 55.6 58.8 57.1 63.4 32 30 29 27 30 30
Cherokee 37.2 45.1 49.1 50.7 51.4 55.9 43 47 48 51 42 46
Chester 25.8 35.4 36.3 42.3 45.6 49.0 70 65 69 63 59 61
Chesterfield 32.7 44.1 50.4 53.8 52.6 59.0 57 51 44 36 36 37
Clarendon 1 18.7 26.7 30.2 32.7 32.2 35.0 79 78 78 77 76 80
Clarendon 2 32.6 44.3 45.5 47.8 43.8 48.3 58 50 55 56 62 63
Clarendon 3 43.5 50.3 53.8 50.9 47.0 56.3 30 35 33 50 56 44
Colleton 27.6 35.2 36.3 39.0 37.3 42.2 66 66 68 70 72 71
Darlington 30.7 37.7 38.3 42.3 44.0 50.0 60 60 66 64 61 59
Dillon 1 27.8 37.1 40.1 39.7 43.7 45.3 65 62 63 68 64 67
Dillon 2 24.5 35.1 39.6 44.6 44.5 45.5 74 67 65 61 60 65
Dillon 3 33.1 46.5 50.8 53.5 52.8 59.6 56 43 43 38 35 35
Dorchester 2 51.2 59.6 63.8 67.4 67.0 73.3 17 20 15 15 12 10
Dorchester 4 25.4 31.4 34.4 40.8 39.7 51.4 72 71 74 66 68 55
Edgefield 41.0 49.5 54.4 56.8 57.7 65.1 39 37 32 31 27 27
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Table A-8 cont. PACT Combined Index (All Grades & Tests) District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Fairfield 24.7 26.6 30.4 32.0 31.9 39.3 73 79 77 79 78 74
Florence 1 41.7 48.8 49.7 53.3 50.6 56.9 37 40 47 40 44 42
Florence 2 45.7 54.7 56.1 58.4 50.4 58.6 23 26 28 29 46 39
Florence 3 28.7 36.9 44.0 42.7 42.1 46.0 63 64 57 62 65 64
Florence 4 16.8 21.1 23.7 30.5 29.4 38.6 80 81 82 80 80 76
Florence 5 43.5 56.3 55.1 60.1 57.6 67.1 29 24 30 25 28 20
Georgetown 36.9 48.3 48.9 53.0 53.6 62.0 44 42 49 43 34 32
Greenville 52.9 59.7 62.6 63.9 61.7 65.3 12 18 17 20 23 26
Greenwood 50 49.5 55.8 56.6 59.4 60.4 65.0 20 25 26 26 25 29
Greenwood 51 38.9 44.6 50.2 51.2 49.7 54.4 42 49 45 48 48 48
Greenwood 52 51.2 60.0 62.3 63.8 62.5 71.5 16 17 18 21 20 14
Hampton 1 34.6 45.7 51.4 52.5 48.7 50.5 51 44 41 45 52 57
Hampton 2 13.4 15.5 21.9 23.7 24.5 33.9 83 85 83 85 85 82
Horry 48.0 60.2 64.9 72.3 71.3 79.0 22 15 14 10 7 4
Jasper 14.6 20.1 24.5 25.8 27.1 30.1 82 82 81 84 83 85
Kershaw 43.6 53.9 57.3 62.5 61.1 66.0 28 28 25 24 24 23
Lancaster 34.5 44.1 47.0 51.0 50.9 53.5 52 52 52 49 43 51
Laurens 55 42.2 45.1 49.8 54.0 56.8 65.0 34 46 46 35 31 28
Laurens 56 33.2 40.4 43.1 49.8 48.8 51.5 54 58 58 53 51 54
Lee 13.1 17.6 20.9 26.8 28.6 34.4 84 84 84 82 81 81
Lexington 1 65.2 75.0 76.8 75.7 73.4 76.9 3 3 3 4 4 7
Lexington 2 54.0 64.6 67.7 65.9 63.1 66.7 11 10 9 16 18 21
Lexington 3 41.9 48.9 51.5 51.5 50.4 58.6 36 39 39 47 45 40
Lexington 4 31.7 43.9 45.0 46.5 47.0 48.7 59 53 56 57 55 62
Lexington 5 76.9 85.7 87.2 87.4 83.9 86.8 1 1 1 1 1 1
Marion 1 27.2 35.0 35.9 37.5 35.3 41.8 67 68 71 72 74 72
Marion 2 28.8 34.1 36.8 38.4 37.6 37.1 62 69 67 71 71 79
Marion 3 16.2 31.0 -- N/A N/A N/A 81 72 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 22.8 27.5 -- N/A N/A N/A 75 77 -- N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A -- 33.1 28.2 31.0 N/A N/A -- 76 82 84
Marlboro 26.3 29.9 34.7 34.2 32.0 38.2 69 75 72 74 77 78
McCormick 25.5 30.2 32.0 33.5 40.4 44.0 71 74 75 75 67 68
Newberry 33.2 42.7 45.9 46.2 47.6 54.1 55 56 54 58 54 49
Oconee 44.0 57.0 58.2 63.2 63.7 70.1 26 23 24 23 16 15
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Table A-8 cont. PACT Combined Index (All Grades & Tests) District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 21.8 28.0 34.5 36.6 36.1 43.2 76 76 73 73 73 70
Orangeburg 4 35.6 39.3 41.2 39.4 38.7 41.4 47 59 62 69 70 73
Orangeburg 5 27.2 33.3 36.1 40.1 39.1 45.5 68 70 70 67 69 66
Pickens 51.1 62.9 65.4 67.9 66.3 71.7 18 11 12 14 13 13
Richland 1 36.5 42.1 48.4 48.7 47.7 52.3 46 57 51 55 53 52
Richland 2 62.2 70.9 74.4 74.7 71.1 74.2 4 5 6 5 8 9
Saluda 35.5 37.1 40.0 44.9 43.7 50.2 48 63 64 59 63 58
Spartanburg 1 60.6 70.8 69.8 72.7 68.7 73.3 5 6 8 8 10 11
Spartanburg 2 55.7 66.7 71.7 74.5 71.9 77.9 8 8 7 6 5 6
Spartanburg 3 45.1 59.6 62.1 64.0 61.9 68.5 25 19 20 19 22 17
Spartanburg 4 42.2 50.9 48.5 57.7 57.4 61.6 33 33 50 30 29 33
Spartanburg 5 57.0 64.7 65.1 68.0 62.3 67.6 7 9 13 13 21 19
Spartanburg 6 51.8 62.8 66.0 68.7 64.8 68.8 14 12 10 12 14 16
Spartanburg 7 42.2 50.0 51.7 53.5 51.5 54.0 35 36 38 39 41 50
Sumter 02 34.4 45.4 51.0 53.7 52.1 57.2 53 45 42 37 40 41
Sumter 17 N/A N/A 51.5 52.6 52.2 56.1 40 44 38 45
Union 34.9 43.8 46.0 49.3 50.0 56.8 50 54 53 54 47 43
Williamsburg 27.9 37.3 42.9 44.8 46.6 55.8 64 61 60 60 57 47
York 1 40.7 51.5 56.2 58.6 58.7 65.5 41 31 27 28 26 24
York 2 55.1 67.6 74.5 74.2 71.7 73.0 9 7 5 7 6 12
York 3 48.8 58.9 63.3 64.4 64.4 66.3 21 22 16 17 15 22
York 4 69.7 81.2 84.5 86.0 81.5 86.4 2 2 2 2 2 2





           
           
            
            
            
            
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
            
            
            
            
            
            
            
             
             
             
            
            
             
             
             
             
             
            
Table A-9. High School Exit Exam Performance Index and District Rankings
High School Exit Exam Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Abbeville 46.2 47.4 54.0 47.4 56.2 48 48 46 51 36
Aiken 63.3 66.5 63.2 64.8 65.1 14 13 23 18 13
Allendale 13.2 38.2 42.4 16.4 18.9 82 66 67 85 81
Anderson 1 67.2 71.2 74.9 78.0 80.5 7 9 7 2 2
Anderson 2 51.8 50.4 63.1 66.8 64.5 35 43 24 12 15
Anderson 3 61.7 53.4 54.4 41.2 58.8 16 40 44 66 31
Anderson 4 59.6 63.3 61.6 58.2 65.1 19 24 29 29 13
Anderson 5 68.9 67.9 66.5 65.6 66.3 5 12 14 14 11
Bamberg 1 66.8 46.6 53.6 41.4 46.8 8 50 48 65 55
Bamberg 2 21.0 -5.1 -7.2 17.5 26.6 77 86 86 83 77
Barnwell 19 28.3 27.1 32.5 46.0 38.8 71 75 79 54 72
Barnwell 29 48.6 50.2 57.6 72.8 60.5 42 44 38 6 23
Barnwell 45 48.7 53.0 47.0 48.4 55.0 40 41 61 47 38
Beaufort 43.2 40.7 53.8 41.6 46.4 52 63 47 64 56
Berkeley 54.3 61.6 60.7 56.7 57.6 29 27 30 33 33
Calhoun 26.5 38.6 38.6 34.1 24.5 74 64 71 72 79
Charleston 54.4 55.4 58.4 51.6 52.3 28 35 36 43 43
Cherokee 42.0 38.6 46.8 43.0 48.4 54 64 62 61 53
Chester 40.2 47.5 48.0 37.9 50.8 60 47 57 68 47
Chesterfield 38.7 41.2 46.2 56.7 52.7 61 62 64 33 41
Clarendon 1 30.7 36.3 37.0 17.5 46.2 69 69 73 83 58
Clarendon 2 53.9 42.0 47.8 50.0 51.0 30 60 58 44 44
Clarendon 3 26.7 25.9 64.1 30.6 44.2 73 77 20 78 63
Colleton 41.0 42.7 51.1 43.2 43.5 57 58 53 60 67
Darlington 41.1 45.0 55.4 46.8 43.8 56 55 42 52 65
Dillon 1 30.1 29.5 34.6 25.5 27.7 70 73 75 79 76
Dillon 2 17.0 36.9 33.3 42.2 41.5 80 68 77 63 70
Dillon 3 65.6 79.6 85.7 71.6 76.3 9 4 2 7 3
Dorchester 2 55.0 64.4 63.3 69.7 69.9 27 19 22 9 7
Dorchester 4 14.0 13.3 41.9 31.7 23.8 81 81 69 77 80
Edgefield 48.6 59.1 58.8 48.8 51.0 42 32 35 46 44
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Table A-9 cont. High School Exit Exam Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Fairfield 12.4 18.7 32.9 37.8 25.0 84 80 78 69 78
Florence 1 51.1 58.3 64.4 57.0 52.6 37 33 19 32 42
Florence 2 38.1 57.4 56.3 53.9 49.6 62 34 39 40 50
Florence 3 31.5 26.1 27.5 35.9 33.0 66 76 83 70 75
Florence 4 24.1 10.8 59.8 32.5 10.6 76 82 33 75 84
Florence 5 64.8 68.8 77.2 64.9 75.2 12 11 4 17 5
Georgetown 48.7 53.5 47.6 57.5 60.9 40 39 59 31 22
Greenville 57.6 59.9 63.1 59.8 61.2 22 30 24 27 21
Greenwood 50 47.1 46.4 58.3 61.7 56.4 45 52 37 22 35
Greenwood 51 40.3 49.2 55.1 46.4 45.1 59 45 43 53 62
Greenwood 52 61.6 65.1 62.8 54.0 59.9 17 17 27 39 26
Hampton 1 60.7 60.8 59.9 43.5 66.4 18 29 32 59 10
Hampton 2 31.4 9.7 27.5 19.8 6.0 67 83 83 82 85
Horry 53.4 55.2 60.0 60.8 66.1 31 36 31 24 12
Jasper 27.9 21.0 31.0 21.9 15.3 72 79 80 81 82
Kershaw 50.4 61.7 59.6 49.8 58.0 39 26 34 45 32
Lancaster 37.7 42.2 51.4 57.5 47.8 63 59 52 30 54
Laurens 55 43.6 63.5 65.6 45.1 49.9 51 22 16 57 48
Laurens 56 51.6 51.6 56.2 51.8 49.4 36 42 40 42 51
Lee 20.6 7.0 29.3 22.6 10.8 78 84 82 80 83
Lexington 1 74.0 80.4 78.5 74.5 76.0 1 3 3 4 4
Lexington 2 58.6 66.5 66.4 63.2 63.3 20 13 15 21 17
Lexington 3 45.1 64.4 67.9 64.7 57.1 49 19 13 19 34
Lexington 4 41.9 45.8 39.5 47.9 59.8 55 54 70 50 27
Lexington 5 73.6 83.4 86.2 79.1 81.4 2 1 1 1 1
Marion 1 57.0 48.0 48.7 32.2 39.9 23 46 56 76 71
Marion 2 52.4 43.5 45.1 40.6 49.4 33 57 66 67 51
Marion 3 -3.5 27.5 30.3 N/A N/A 86 74 81 N/A N/A
Marion 4 6.5 46.8 45.2 N/A N/A 85 49 65 N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A N/A 34.7 44.0 N/A N/A N/A 71 64
Marlboro 17.2 35.1 37.1 33.8 43.6 79 71 72 73 66
McCormick 43.0 25.8 24.5 52.0 46.0 53 78 85 41 59
Newberry 48.2 61.1 53.4 54.7 54.2 44 28 50 37 40
Oconee 65.2 76.3 75.6 67.6 69.3 11 6 6 11 8
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Table A-9 cont. High School Exit Exam Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Orangeburg 3 13.2 6.6 33.5 33.0 35.1 82 85 76 74 74
Orangeburg 4 55.8 54.2 50.0 45.6 45.5 25 37 55 55 60
Orangeburg 5 32.3 34.5 51.9 45.4 43.1 65 72 51 56 68
Pickens 63.6 73.1 74.8 75.9 68.9 13 8 8 3 9
Richland 1 37.5 35.7 42.3 48.3 46.4 64 70 68 48 56
Richland 2 65.5 64.0 68.1 63.6 61.9 10 21 12 20 20
Saluda 31.0 43.8 35.0 44.2 38.6 68 56 74 58 73
Spartanburg 1 44.7 63.5 64.8 65.7 62.3 50 22 18 13 18
Spartanburg 2 56.7 65.9 68.4 65.3 59.9 24 16 11 15 24
Spartanburg 3 51.9 62.4 51.1 60.1 59.5 34 25 53 26 28
Spartanburg 4 73.3 77.1 77.1 69.6 63.6 3 5 5 10 16
Spartanburg 5 46.6 70.1 53.6 61.6 59.9 46 10 48 23 24
Spartanburg 6 63.2 66.1 64.0 65.1 59.1 15 15 21 16 29
Spartanburg 7 46.3 46.6 62.7 73.3 62.0 47 50 28 5 19
Sumter 02 40.8 41.5 56.2 54.3 45.4 58 61 40 38 61
Sumter 17 55.4 59.9 54.3 48.2 51.0 26 30 45 49 44
Union 50.6 53.8 62.9 55.2 49.8 38 38 26 36 49
Williamsburg 24.7 38.1 46.8 43.0 41.8 75 67 62 61 69
York 1 53.4 45.9 47.6 55.9 54.8 31 53 59 35 39
York 2 73.3 74.8 71.1 59.6 59.1 3 7 10 28 29
York 3 58.0 64.9 65.6 60.3 55.5 21 18 16 25 37
York 4 67.6 81.7 74.7 70.7 70.9 6 2 9 8 6





        
         
              
               
               
               
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
                
               
               
               
               
               
               
               
                
               
                
               
               
                
                
                
                
                
Table A-10. SAT Performance Index and District Rankings
SAT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Abbeville 46.3 53.2 48.5 42.0 49.8 60.8 47 36 52 64 54 31
Aiken 59.9 62.6 66.2 68.9 66.2 68.2 16 19 14 12 23 12
Allendale 12.0 21.0 26.3 32.2 19.2 32.8 83 79 76 74 81 77
Anderson 1 69.7 71.8 61.9 72.7 67.1 64.6 5 4 20 6 17 21
Anderson 2 51.4 50.7 55.4 71.1 66.6 62.8 33 40 34 10 19 29
Anderson 3 48.7 56.1 67.1 63.5 53.6 50.1 39 29 13 23 49 55
Anderson 4 57.7 55.4 59.9 57.4 66.4 52.5 20 32 27 34 21 46
Anderson 5 56.5 63.9 61.7 70.2 68.4 71.3 25 16 22 11 15 7
Bamberg 1 49.2 58.1 55.9 42.7 54.3 46.9 36 25 33 62 46 59
Bamberg 2 11.8 25.4 18.1 16.5 31.3 56.8 84 73 82 83 77 39
Barnwell 19 24.8 26.6 31.7 44.0 40.4 50.5 73 71 70 60 64 52
Barnwell 29 48.5 49.2 57.4 41.3 53.4 60.1 41 47 31 65 50 33
Barnwell 45 40.7 47.8 54.5 63.0 73.6 63.7 56 51 39 26 7 25
Beaufort 52.7 53.6 57.9 57.2 58.1 56.5 29 35 30 35 41 40
Berkeley 51.2 56.1 61.2 63.0 64.2 62.8 34 29 24 26 29 29
Calhoun 33.5 36.0 31.3 39.3 19.2 29.3 65 67 71 70 81 80
Charleston 48.7 52.3 51.6 53.2 56.8 56.3 39 37 44 45 43 42
Cherokee 41.8 42.7 46.0 48.5 51.4 52.5 54 57 61 51 53 46
Chester 38.6 39.5 49.8 40.9 38.0 49.2 58 63 48 66 69 56
Chesterfield 46.7 47.6 49.4 54.5 59.5 56.5 45 52 50 40 40 40
Clarendon 1 18.3 27.7 27.7 21.0 10.9 37.1 81 70 74 81 85 70
Clarendon 2 38.2 50.5 49.4 51.4 46.9 67.1 60 43 50 50 60 17
Clarendon 3 27.0 62.1 48.5 63.0 48.3 53.2 70 20 52 26 57 45
Colleton 31.9 39.8 43.1 44.2 49.6 46.9 67 61 64 58 55 59
Darlington 36.2 39.8 43.6 40.9 44.7 48.3 62 61 63 66 61 58
Dillon 1 24.8 25.9 29.0 29.5 40.2 36.6 73 72 72 76 65 71
Dillon 2 37.5 40.2 27.9 46.5 38.9 37.5 61 60 73 54 67 69
Dorchester 2 62.6 63.9 61.7 66.4 74.7 71.1 14 16 22 16 6 8
Dorchester 4 25.4 21.6 9.1 27.7 34.4 39.3 72 76 86 78 74 66
Dillon 3 55.0 58.3 65.7 63.7 70.6 78.2 27 24 15 22 10 2
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Table A-10 cont. SAT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Florence 1 52.5 50.7 52.3 56.5 49.6 51.2 30 40 43 36 55 49
Florence 2 51.6 58.6 59.7 44.9 56.8 50.7 32 23 28 57 43 50
Florence 3 21.6 36.0 40.2 46.0 43.3 36.4 79 67 67 56 62 72
Florence 4 32.6 12.5 21.2 28.6 21.6 18.1 66 83 79 77 79 84
Florence 5 57.4 51.4 59.5 53.9 60.8 58.3 22 39 29 43 37 36
Georgetown 49.2 48.3 55.2 56.5 65.0 59.7 36 49 36 36 26 35
Greenville 62.8 64.2 64.4 65.3 66.8 65.5 13 14 17 20 18 19
Greenwood 50 51.0 56.1 54.3 52.1 60.4 64.4 35 29 40 48 39 22
Greenwood 51 35.1 48.0 48.5 43.1 43.3 52.5 63 50 52 61 62 46
Greenwood 52 51.8 54.5 52.7 60.8 64.6 50.5 31 34 42 29 28 52
Hampton 1 47.2 38.6 48.0 47.6 61.0 46.7 42 65 56 52 36 62
Hampton 2 22.1 15.4 46.0 44.2 21.6 14.9 77 81 61 58 79 85
Horry 57.0 59.5 62.8 66.4 71.3 71.1 24 22 19 16 9 8
Jasper 8.4 4.0 12.7 12.5 16.9 19.2 85 86 84 85 83 83
Kershaw 59.7 65.5 69.1 76.9 77.4 68.9 17 12 8 3 4 11
Lancaster 42.7 44.2 41.3 39.5 54.1 48.9 52 55 66 69 48 57
Laurens 55 47.2 50.7 55.4 54.3 57.0 44.7 42 40 34 41 42 64
Laurens 56 55.7 50.5 48.5 56.1 62.8 50.5 26 43 52 38 33 52
Lee 23.9 13.6 15.8 16.9 36.9 28.6 76 82 83 82 72 81
Lexington 1 74.0 74.4 77.8 76.7 77.8 77.4 2 2 2 4 2 3
Lexington 2 55.0 58.1 68.2 67.5 65.0 67.3 27 25 11 14 26 16
Lexington 3 45.6 49.8 46.7 53.4 47.6 63.7 49 46 59 44 59 25
Lexington 4 46.0 50.1 50.1 53.0 65.7 60.8 48 45 47 46 24 31
Lexington 5 75.3 76.9 78.5 78.7 80.5 81.8 1 1 1 2 1 1
Marion 1 46.5 40.7 51.2 46.5 54.3 35.5 46 59 45 54 46 74
Marion 2 29.9 41.8 47.2 40.9 53.0 35.3 68 58 58 66 52 75
Marion 3 4.2 10.2 43.1 N/A N/A N/A 86 85 64 N/A N/A N/A
Marion 4 25.9 21.2 12.7 N/A N/A N/A 71 78 84 N/A N/A N/A
Marion 7 N/A N/A N/A 35.3 35.5 38.2 N/A N/A N/A 73 73 68
Marlboro 24.8 22.1 24.1 35.5 38.2 31.7 73 75 77 72 68 79
McCormick 19.4 20.1 27.5 37.8 15.6 32.6 80 80 75 71 84 78
Newberry 41.3 46.5 54.8 52.3 47.8 44.7 55 53 37 47 58 64
Oconee 65.7 70.9 64.8 71.5 73.6 73.3 10 5 16 8 7 5
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Table A-10 cont. SAT Performance Index District Rank in State
District 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
Orangeburg 3 18.3 23.4 18.3 16.1 27.5 36.0 81 74 81 84 78 73
Orangeburg 4 46.9 43.6 47.6 46.9 37.5 45.1 44 56 57 53 70 63
Orangeburg 5 22.1 29.0 32.6 27.0 37.5 39.3 77 69 69 79 70 66
Pickens 71.3 67.5 70.2 71.5 70.2 72.9 3 7 5 8 11 6
Richland 1 42.2 48.5 51.2 54.3 61.2 55.0 53 48 45 41 35 44
Richland 2 65.3 67.5 68.4 66.8 70.2 66.6 11 7 10 15 11 18
Saluda 34.4 44.9 49.6 57.7 53.2 59.9 64 54 49 32 51 34
Spartanburg 1 44.0 51.6 53.4 52.1 63.7 57.9 50 38 41 48 31 37
Spartanburg 2 57.4 57.9 57.0 63.5 70.2 64.8 22 27 32 23 11 20
Spartanburg 3 65.9 60.6 61.0 58.8 64.2 67.7 9 21 25 31 29 15
Spartanburg 4 49.2 63.7 61.9 63.5 62.6 63.0 36 18 20 23 34 27
Spartanburg 5 58.6 54.8 54.8 72.7 60.6 64.4 18 33 37 6 38 22
Spartanburg 6 65.0 65.9 74.0 73.3 74.9 76.2 12 10 4 5 5 4
Spartanburg 7 69.3 68.4 70.2 59.9 65.5 68.0 6 6 5 30 25 13
Sumter 02 38.6 36.4 46.3 54.8 54.5 50.7 58 66 60 39 45 50
Sumter 17 68.4 65.9 67.5 65.9 67.5 57.9 7 10 12 19 16 37
Union 44.0 39.5 38.6 42.2 40.2 46.9 50 63 68 63 65 59
Williamsburg 12.2 11.8 24.1 25.9 32.6 33.7 82 84 77 80 75 76
York 1 62.4 64.2 64.2 57.7 63.0 64.4 15 14 18 32 32 22
York 2 57.9 65.5 69.3 66.4 66.6 63.0 19 12 7 16 19 27
York 3 70.6 67.1 69.1 68.6 70.0 68.0 4 9 8 13 14 13
York 4 68.4 72.4 74.9 79.1 77.6 70.0 7 3 3 1 3 10




















School District Peer Group Classifications
Table B-1. School District Peer Group Classifications
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Table B-1. District Peer Group Classification
Size of Districta Fiscal Authorityb EDCc 
District 1992 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 All Years All Years
Abbeville 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Aiken 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 3 2
Allendale 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Anderson 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2
Anderson 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Anderson 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Anderson 4 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2
Anderson 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 2
Bamberg 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Bamberg 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Barnwell 19 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Barnwell 29 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Barnwell 45 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Beaufort 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 1
Berkeley 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 3 1
Calhoun 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Charleston 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 3 1
Cherokee 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 1
Chester 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1
Chesterfield 3 3 4 3 3 3 3 2 1
Clarendon 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Clarendon 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Clarendon 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Colleton 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 1
Darlington 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 1
Dillon 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Dillon 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Dillon 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Dorchester 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 1
Dorchester 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
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Table B-1, cont. Size of Districta Fiscal Authorityb EDCc 
District 1992 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 All Years All Years
Edgefield 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1
Fairfield 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Florence 1 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2
Florence 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Florence 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 2
Florence 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 (2 after 2002) 2
Florence 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
Georgetown 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 1
Greenville 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 2 2
Greenwood 50 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 1
Greenwood 51 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Greenwood 52 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Hampton 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Hampton 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Horry 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 3 1
Jasper 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Kershaw 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 1
Lancaster 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 1
Laurens 55 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1
Laurens 56 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Lee 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Lexington 1 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 2
Lexington 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2
Lexington 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2
Lexington 4 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2
Lexington 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3 2
Marion 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 1
Marion 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Marion 3 1 1 1 1 2
Marion 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
Marlboro 3 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 1
McCormick 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Newberry 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1
Oconee 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 1
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Table B-1, cont. Size of Districta Fiscal Authorityb EDCc 
District 1992 1998 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 All Years All Years
Orangeburg 1 1
Orangeburg 2 1
Orangeburg 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Orangeburg 4 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1




Pickens 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 1
Richland 1 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 1 1
Richland 2 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 1 1
Saluda 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Spartanburg 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2
Spartanburg 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 2
Spartanburg 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2
Spartanburg 4 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2
Spartanburg 5 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Spartanburg 6 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2
Spartanburg 7 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 2
Sumter 17 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 1
Sumter 2 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 1 1
Union 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 3 1
Williamsburg 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 1
York 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
York 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2 2
York 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 2 2
York 4 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 2 2
a 
District size by ADM: 6 = 20,000 or over; 5 = 12,000 to 19,999; 4 = 8,000 to 11,999; 3 = 5,000 to 7,999; 2 = 2,500 to 4,999; and 1 = 2,499 or less.
b 
Fiscal authority classification: 3 = Full Authority; 2 = Limited Authority; and 1 = None.





   
   
 
 
          
      
       
          
       
        
        
        
               




















Exhibit C-1. Expenditures for Pupil for Teacher in-Service and Training
Exhibit C-2. Expenditures per Pupil Safety
Exhibit C-3. Expenditures per Pupil Food Services
Exhibit C-4. Expenditures per Pupil for Building Upkeep and Maintenance
Exhibit C-5. Expenditures per Pupil for Transportation
Exhibit C-6. Expenditures per Pupil for Business Services
Exhibit C-7. Expenditures per Pupil for Debt Service
Exhibit C-8. Expenditures per Pupil for Capital Projects




           
 
 
       
 
       
   
              
               
             
            
            
            
              
            
           
             
             
             





          
     
 
Exhibit C.1. Expenditures per Pupil for Teacher In-Service and Training
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**







Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $34 $51 $70 15.7% 32.5%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $27 $42 $41 7.4% -4.8%
8,000-12,000 (4) $25 $48 $51 16.0% 2.8%
5,000-8,000 (3) $28 $49 $50 11.7% -0.9%
2,500-5,000 (2) $34 $51 $47 5.4% -9.7%
Less than 2,500 (1) $24 $73 $69 26.4% -8.1%
State Average $30 $50 $55 13.1% 7.8%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $37 $47 $42 -0.1% -11.8%
Greenwood 51 (1) $5 $55 $75 91.7% 34.1%
Greenwood 52 (1) $25 $61 $92 34.4% 46.7%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1991-1992 and 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-1, cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Teacher In-Service and Training
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $30 $43 $46 8.0% 5.1%
Non-EDC $30 $54 $61 16.0% 9.3%
Fiscal Authority
Full $28 $47 $52 13.4% 10.0%
Limited $29 $44 $46 8.7% 1.9%
None $34 $67 $77 18.7% 12.3%
State Average $30 $50 $55 13.1% 7.8%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $37 $47 $42 -0.1% -11.8%
Greenwood 51 $5 $55 $75 91.7% 34.1%
Greenwood 52 $25 $61 $92 34.4% 46.7%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit C.2. Expenditures per Pupil for Safety
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $13 $14 $27 $28 16.9% 0.3%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $12 $13 $22 $26 17.4% 12.7%
8,000-12,000 (4) $9 $9 $25 $27 26.0% 5.3%
5,000-8,000 (3) $7 $13 $28 $29 39.4% 4.1%
2,500-5,000 (2) $9 $9 $25 $23 24.2% -7.5%
Less than 2,500 (1) $5 $6 $34 $31 53.4% -13.3%
State Average $10 $12 $26 $27 23.0% 1.7%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $6 $11 $13 $12 18.4% -3.9%
Greenwood 51 (1) $0 $0 $29 $26 -11.9%
Greenwood 52 (1) $6 $8 $24 $26 39.8% 3.8%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1991-1992 and 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-2, cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Safety
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $9 $10 $24 $24 25.2% 0.6%
Non-EDC $11 $13 $27 $29 22.1% 2.3%
Fiscal Authority
Full $11 $12 $26 $25 19.1% -6.1%
Limited $8 $9 $23 $24 28.6% 3.9%
None $14 $16 $31 $35 22.6% 10.6%
State Average $10 $12 $26 $27 23.0% 1.7%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $6 $11 $13 $12 18.4% -3.9%
Greenwood 51 $0 $0 $29 $26 -11.9%
Greenwood 52 $6 $8 $24 $26 39.8% 3.8%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit C-3. Expenditures per Pupil for Pupil Food Services
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $239 $293 $305 $342 $359 1.5% 2.0% 2.6%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $213 $269 $280 $319 $326 1.7% 1.7% -0.3%
8,000-12,000 (4) $253 $331 $340 $387 $393 1.8% 1.2% -0.7%
5,000-8,000 (3) $282 $344 $348 $370 $396 0.8% 0.4% 4.7%
2,500-5,000 (2) $283 $360 $369 $423 $438 1.8% 1.8% 1.1%
Less than 2,500 (1) $324 $407 $432 $474 $504 1.8% 2.2% 3.8%
State Average $256 $317 $327 $367 $381 1.4% 1.4% 1.3%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $241 $342 $343 $358 $378 1.9% -0.6% 3.1%
Greenwood 51 (1) $213 $338 $328 $419 $412 4.1% 1.8% -4.1%
Greenwood 52 (1) $213 $336 $332 $337 $372 3.1% -0.5% 7.8%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-3 cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Pupil Food Services
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $225 $292 $304 $341 $357 2.0% 1.9% 2.1%
Non-EDC $274 $333 $341 $383 $396 1.1% 1.3% 1.0%
Fiscal Authority
Full $247 $301 $311 $352 $370 1.4% 2.0% 2.5%
Limited $248 $316 $327 $364 $384 1.8% 1.8% 3.0%
None $286 $349 $358 $399 $396 0.7% 0.1% -3.2%
State Average $256 $317 $327 $367 $381 1.4% 1.4% 1.3%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $241 $342 $343 $358 $378 1.9% -0.6% 3.1%
Greenwood 51 $213 $338 $328 $419 $412 4.1% 1.8% -4.1%
Greenwood 52 $213 $336 $332 $337 $372 3.1% -0.5% 7.8%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit C-4. Expenditures per Pupil for Building Upkeep and Maintenance
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $399 $486 $520 $614 $622 1.9% 3.1% -1.2%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $405 $517 $541 $641 $643 2.0% 2.3% -2.1%
8,000-12,000 (4) $428 $512 $524 $612 $599 0.8% 0.8% -4.3%
5,000-8,000 (3) $373 $483 $503 $574 $588 2.0% 1.8% 0.1%
2,500-5,000 (2) $378 $498 $537 $613 $616 2.3% 2.2% -1.8%
Less than 2,500 (1) $365 $508 $549 $630 $659 3.4% 3.5% 2.2%
State Average $397 $499 $527 $615 $619 1.9% 2.3% -1.8%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $463 $466 $483 $511 $519 -1.4% -0.5% -0.9%
Greenwood 51 (1) $445 $527 $563 $839 $729 2.4% 5.1% -15.1%
Greenwood 52 (1) $344 $413 $473 $459 $472 0.6% 0.2% 0.3%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-4, cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Building Upkeep and Maintenance
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $398 $483 $514 $589 $583 1.2% 1.6% -3.3%
Non-EDC $397 $509 $535 $632 $641 2.2% 2.7% -0.9%
Fiscal Authority
Full $396 $492 $525 $605 $628 2.0% 3.0% 1.4%
Limited $383 $474 $497 $587 $571 1.4% 1.5% -5.1%
None $423 $556 $581 $683 $686 2.3% 2.2% -1.9%
State Average $397 $499 $527 $615 $619 1.9% 2.3% -1.8%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $463 $466 $483 $511 $519 -1.4% -0.5% -0.9%
Greenwood 51 $445 $527 $563 $839 $729 2.4% 5.1% -15.1%
Greenwood 52 $344 $413 $473 $459 $472 0.6% 0.2% 0.3%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit C-5. Expenditures per Pupil for Transportation
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $76 $119 $125 $160 $172 5.7% 6.1% 4.4%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $77 $118 $125 $158 $161 4.9% 4.8% -0.3%
8,000-12,000 (4) $81 $117 $127 $151 $155 4.0% 4.1% 0.1%
5,000-8,000 (3) $69 $102 $112 $136 $145 4.9% 5.8% 3.9%
2,500-5,000 (2) $76 $115 $128 $167 $175 6.0% 7.7% 2.1%
Less than 2,500 (1) $81 $120 $130 $168 $190 6.1% 8.7% 10.4%
State Average $77 $116 $125 $156 $165 5.2% 5.8% 2.7%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $70 $93 $98 $107 $119 2.8% 3.0% 9.0%
Greenwood 51 (1) $45 $55 $63 $73 $101 5.6% 12.8% 34.1%
Greenwood 52 (1) $37 $65 $67 $72 $85 5.7% 3.5% 14.7%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-5, cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Transportation
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $69 $106 $116 $146 $154 5.6% 6.4% 3.4%
Non-EDC $81 $122 $130 $163 $171 5.0% 5.5% 2.5%
Fiscal Authority
Full $75 $116 $125 $159 $168 5.6% 6.4% 2.9%
Limited $71 $110 $119 $151 $159 5.6% 6.3% 2.5%
None $89 $127 $134 $160 $169 3.9% 4.1% 3.1%
State Average $77 $116 $125 $156 $165 5.2% 5.8% 2.7%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $70 $93 $98 $107 $119 2.8% 3.0% 9.0%
Greenwood 51 $45 $55 $63 $73 $101 5.6% 12.8% 34.1%
Greenwood 52 $37 $65 $67 $72 $85 5.7% 3.5% 14.7%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
152
  
         
 
 
       
 
       
   
              
               
             
            
            
            
              
            
           
             
             
             





         
    
 
Exhibit C-6. Expenditures per Pupil for Business Services
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $137 $147 $171 $179 3.6% 2.3%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $133 $145 $182 $197 6.9% 6.0%
8,000-12,000 (4) $137 $152 $205 $196 5.9% -6.7%
5,000-8,000 (3) $103 $115 $169 $184 12.2% 6.4%
2,500-5,000 (2) $141 $141 $191 $197 5.3% 0.7%
Less than 2,500 (1) $124 $133 $187 $196 8.7% 2.5%
State Average $132 $143 $183 $190 6.1% 1.4%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $92 $119 $131 $133 6.2% -1.2%
Greenwood 51 (1) $90 $116 $209 $181 15.6% -15.2%
Greenwood 52 (1) $60 $55 $69 $56 -4.6% -20.4%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1991-1992 and 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-6, cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Business Services
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change
1992* 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $119 $131 $169 $178 7.2% 2.8%
Non-EDC $140 $150 $192 $198 5.7% 0.7%
Fiscal Authority
Full $122 $140 $180 $185 7.6% 0.5%
Limited $130 $141 $184 $184 5.8% -2.6%
None $154 $151 $186 $209 4.6% 9.8%
State Average $132 $143 $183 $190 6.1% 1.4%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $92 $119 $131 $133 6.2% -1.2%
Greenwood 51 $90 $116 $209 $181 15.6% -15.2%
Greenwood 52 $60 $55 $69 $56 -4.6% -20.4%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit C-7. Expenditures per Pupil for Debt Service
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $370 $543 $579 $745 $1,616 12.9% 27.3% 111.8%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $479 $647 $662 $987 $1,575 9.8% 21.0% 55.9%
8,000-12,000 (4) $367 $608 $459 $1,002 $1,501 12.2% 21.5% 46.3%
5,000-8,000 (3) $202 $377 $462 $433 $488 6.4% 3.4% 10.1%
2,500-5,000 (2) $346 $437 $568 $499 $506 1.2% 0.6% -1.0%
Less than 2,500 (1) $281 $277 $366 $449 $545 4.1% 14.8% 18.6%
State Average $351 $526 $544 $757 $1,267 10.8% 20.7% 63.4%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $147 $261 $39 $297 $292 4.4% -0.3% -3.7%
Greenwood 51 (1) $90 $74 $71 $741 $97 -1.8% 3.7% -87.2%
Greenwood 52 (1) $130 $291 $290 $347 $409 9.3% 5.5% 15.2%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-7, cont. Expenditures per Pupil for Debt Service
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $414 $615 $657 $1,083 $2,045 14.3% 30.9% 84.4%
Non-EDC $316 $473 $477 $557 $781 6.7% 9.9% 37.1%
Fiscal Authority
Full $380 $440 $475 $970 $1,429 11.2% 30.1% 43.9%
Limited $317 $639 $637 $623 $1,183 11.2% 13.1% 85.7%
None $357 $487 $509 $608 $1,118 9.2% 19.3% 79.5%
State Average $351 $526 $544 $757 $1,267 10.8% 20.7% 63.4%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $147 $261 $39 $297 $292 4.4% -0.3% -3.7%
Greenwood 51 $90 $74 $71 $741 $97 -1.8% 3.7% -87.2%
Greenwood 52 $130 $291 $290 $347 $409 9.3% 5.5% 15.2%
Economic Development Competitor County School District Fiscal Authority
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Exhibit C-8. Expenditures per Pupil for Capital Projects
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $302 $698 $1,047 $1,345 $1,892 17.1% 24.3% 37.4%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $553 $1,225 $1,059 $975 $850 1.7% -11.5% -14.9%
8,000-12,000 (4) $541 $805 $860 $1,212 $1,314 6.5% 9.6% 5.9%
5,000-8,000 (3) $258 $580 $519 $1,282 $1,467 16.0% 22.2% 11.8%
2,500-5,000 (2) $279 $678 $860 $857 $953 10.2% 5.5% 8.5%
Less than 2,500 (1) $112 $610 $1,180 $942 $769 18.1% 2.7% -20.3%
State Average $363 $794 $938 $1,159 $1,348 11.1% 10.6% 13.6%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $12 $489 $217 $157 $347 36.5% -11.1% 116.0%
Greenwood 51 (1) $483 $450 $532 $1,722 $78 -18.8% -37.5% -95.6%
Greenwood 52 (1) $76 $107 $166 $758 $2,823 39.9% 119.5% 263.7%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C-8, cont. Revenue per Pupil from Local, State and Federal Sources (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $4,062 $5,449 $5,763 $8,097 $7,015 2.9% 3.2% -15.4%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $3,959 $5,476 $5,702 $8,119 $7,032 3.2% 3.2% -15.4%
8,000-12,000 (4) $4,314 $5,912 $6,154 $7,986 $7,358 2.8% 2.4% -10.0%
5,000-8,000 (3) $4,213 $5,710 $5,992 $7,662 $6,835 2.3% 1.4% -12.9%
2,500-5,000 (2) $4,295 $5,853 $6,143 $7,949 $7,369 2.8% 2.7% -9.5%
Less than 2,500 (1) $4,288 $6,025 $6,517 $8,842 $9,447 5.5% 8.5% 4.4%
State Average $4,168 $5,660 $5,946 $8,046 $7,235 3.0% 3.1% -12.2%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $4,361 $5,723 $5,980 $7,033 $7,052 2.2% 2.1% -2.1%
Greenwood 51 (1) $4,107 $5,507 $5,707 $8,825 $7,861 4.0% 5.9% -13.0%
Greenwood 52 (1) $4,365 $5,691 $5,789 $7,540 $7,144 2.4% 2.6% -7.5%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
** Adjusted for inflation.
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Exhibit C.9. Revenue per Pupil from Local, State and Federal Sources (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
Size of District (ADM)
20, 000 or more (6) $4,062 $5,449 $5,763 $8,097 $7,015 2.9% 3.2% -15.4%
12, 000-20,000 (5) $3,959 $5,476 $5,702 $8,119 $7,032 3.2% 3.2% -15.4%
8,000-12,000 (4) $4,314 $5,912 $6,154 $7,986 $7,358 2.8% 2.4% -10.0%
5,000-8,000 (3) $4,213 $5,710 $5,992 $7,662 $6,835 2.3% 1.4% -12.9%
2,500-5,000 (2) $4,295 $5,853 $6,143 $7,949 $7,369 2.8% 2.7% -9.5%
Less than 2,500 (1) $4,288 $6,025 $6,517 $8,842 $9,447 5.5% 8.5% 4.4%
State Average $4,168 $5,660 $5,946 $8,046 $7,235 3.0% 3.1% -12.2%
Greenwood County
Greenwood 50 (4) $4,361 $5,723 $5,980 $7,033 $7,052 2.2% 2.1% -2.1%
Greenwood 51 (1) $4,107 $5,507 $5,707 $8,825 $7,861 4.0% 5.9% -13.0%
Greenwood 52 (1) $4,365 $5,691 $5,789 $7,540 $7,144 2.4% 2.6% -7.5%
Size of District (ADM) Greenwood County School Districts
* 1999-2000 data not available.
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Exhibit C-9, cont. Revenue per Pupil from Local, State and Federal Sources (Excludes Capital Projects and Debt Service)
Fiscal Year Average Annual Change**
1992 1998 1999 2000* 2001 2002
1992- 1998- 2001-
2002 2002 2002
District in EDC County
EDC $4,138 $5,493 $5,811 $7,963 $7,051 2.8% 3.2% -13.5%
Non-EDC $4,185 $5,759 $6,027 $8,097 $7,349 3.1% 3.0% -11.3%
Fiscal Authority
Full $4,205 $5,683 $5,972 $7,918 $7,112 2.7% 2.5% -12.3%
Limited $4,033 $5,477 $5,759 $7,910 $7,042 3.0% 3.2% -13.0%
None $4,330 $5,929 $6,222 $8,510 $7,796 3.3% 3.8% -10.5%
State Average $4,168 $5,660 $5,946 $8,046 $7,235 3.0% 3.1% -12.2%
Greenwood County (Non-EDC, None)
Greenwood 50 $4,361 $5,723 $5,980 $7,033 $7,052 2.2% 2.1% -2.1%
Greenwood 51 $4,107 $5,507 $5,707 $8,825 $7,861 4.0% 5.9% -13.0%
Greenwood 52 $4,365 $5,691 $5,789 $7,540 $7,144 2.4% 2.6% -7.5%








   
      
     
 
 
            
 
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
      
       




Summary Statistics by Size of District
(Includes Greenwood County District Comparisons)
Table D-1: Total Academic Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit Exam)
Table D-2: Grade 3 ELA PACT Index
Table D-3: Grade 3 Math PACT Index
Table D-4: Grade 4 ELA PACT Index
Table D-5: Grade 4 Math PACT Index
Table D-6: Grade 5 ELA PACT Index
Table D-7: Grade 5 Math PACT Index
Table D-8: Grade 6 ELA PACT Index
Table 9-9: Grade 6 Math PACT Index
Table D-10: Grade 7 ELA PACT Index
Table D-11: Grade 7 Math PACT Index
Table D-12: Grade 8 ELA PACT Index
Table D-13: Grade 8 Math PACT Index
Table D-14: PACT Combined Performance Index
Table D-15: High School Exit Exam Index
Table D-16: SAT Performance Index
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Table D-1: Total Academic Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit Exam)
Total Academic Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit Exam) % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 48.4 57.1 59.9 60.2 59.5 -- 22.8% -1.1%
12,000-20,000 55.3 63.4 66.2 68.8 68.1 -- 23.1% -0.9%
8,000-12,000 47.5 53.4 56.5 58.3 58.3 -- 22.7% 0.0%
5,000-8,000 37.1 45.4 49.1 48.7 51.3 -- 38.1% 5.3%
2,500-5,000 40.9 45.3 47.1 50.2 52.4 -- 27.9% 4.4%
<2,500 31.3 38.3 40.0 39.7 41.3 -- 31.8% 4.0%
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 52.8 52.1 -- 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 -- 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 -- 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 -- 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
>20,000 117.7% 116.1% 112.9% 113.9% 114.1% --
12,000-20,000 134.5% 128.9% 124.9% 130.1% 130.6% --
8,000-12,000 115.4% 108.6% 106.6% 110.3% 111.7% --
5,000-8,000 90.2% 92.2% 92.6% 92.1% 98.3% --
2,500-5,000 99.5% 92.0% 88.8% 95.0% 100.4% --
<2,500 76.2% 77.9% 75.4% 75.2% 79.2% --
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% --
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 110.9% 114.5% --
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 92.7% 91.7% --
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 116.7% 119.7% --
Note: Index not calculated because High School Exit Exam data was unavailable.
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Table D-2: Grade 3 ELA PACT Index
Table D-2 Grade 3 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 41.9 54.3 59.7 60.2 61.6 75.9 81.4% 23.2%
12,000-20,000 44.7 61.7 62.6 65.7 68.4 82.2 83.9% 20.1%
8,000-12,000 32.1 51.1 55.7 53.7 58.7 69.0 115.4% 17.6%
5,000-8,000 31.6 41.7 45.4 50.0 57.4 69.1 118.7% 20.3%
2,500-5,000 32.2 47.4 47.0 51.9 53.0 64.4 99.7% 21.5%
<2,500 24.3 40.7 41.9 42.0 48.7 56.4 132.4% 15.9%
State Median 33.1 46.4 49.2 51.8 54.5 66.6 101.5% 22.2%
Greenwood 50 41.4 50.5 55.7 53.6 56.2 66.6 60.8% 18.6%
Greenwood 51 29.7 42.2 49.9 48.9 51.4 57.3 92.7% 11.4%
Greenwood 52 47.5 57.0 50.4 47.7 53.1 85.6 80.3% 61.1%
Share of State Median
>20,000 126.6% 116.9% 121.3% 116.3% 113.1% 114.0%
12,000-20,000 135.1% 132.9% 127.1% 126.8% 125.6% 123.3%
8,000-12,000 96.9% 110.1% 113.2% 103.8% 107.7% 103.6%
5,000-8,000 95.5% 89.8% 92.2% 96.6% 105.3% 103.7%
2,500-5,000 97.5% 102.0% 95.5% 100.2% 97.2% 96.6%
<2,500 73.4% 87.7% 85.2% 81.1% 89.3% 84.7%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 125.3% 108.8% 113.2% 103.6% 103.1% 100.0%
Greenwood 51 89.9% 90.8% 101.3% 94.5% 94.3% 86.0%
Greenwood 52 143.7% 122.6% 102.4% 92.1% 97.5% 128.5%
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Table D-3: Grade 3 Math PACT Index
Grade 3 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 34.9 53.4 63.5 59.2 65.9 63.2 81.0% -4.1%
12,000-20,000 45.8 56.1 69.7 68.3 71.9 66.3 44.7% -7.8%
8,000-12,000 36.8 51.8 59.4 59.3 63.2 58.6 59.1% -7.3%
5,000-8,000 29.6 40.0 52.1 49.8 57.9 57.9 95.8% 0.0%
2,500-5,000 28.9 45.1 52.5 55.1 56.5 55.4 91.8% -1.9%
<2,500 24.1 40.0 43.9 39.0 48.6 47.9 98.9% -1.6%
State Median 30.1 46.5 53.6 53.2 58.0 55.6 84.9% -4.1%
Greenwood 50 43.1 54.6 61.7 55.6 61.2 54.2 25.8% -11.5%
Greenwood 51 45.8 56.7 76.2 51.7 52.2 54.3 18.5% 4.0%
Greenwood 52 37.2 51.4 45.7 58.5 58.6 66.4 78.8% 13.3%
Share of Median Index
>20,000 116.2% 114.7% 118.4% 111.2% 113.6% 113.7%
12,000-20,000 152.2% 120.7% 130.1% 128.3% 124.0% 119.2%
8,000-12,000 122.4% 111.4% 110.8% 111.4% 109.0% 105.4%
5,000-8,000 98.4% 86.0% 97.1% 93.6% 99.9% 104.2%
2,500-5,000 96.1% 97.1% 97.9% 103.5% 97.4% 99.7%
<2,500 80.0% 86.1% 81.8% 73.2% 83.8% 86.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 143.3% 117.4% 115.0% 104.5% 105.6% 97.5%
Greenwood 51 152.4% 121.9% 142.2% 97.1% 90.0% 97.7%
Greenwood 52 123.5% 110.6% 85.3% 109.9% 101.1% 119.4%
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Table D-4: Grade 4 ELA PACT Index
Grade 4 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 51.0 59.7 63.8 61.1 58.0 66.9 31.3% 15.2%
12,000-20,000 55.4 66.9 69.2 66.1 62.3 72.2 30.4% 15.8%
8,000-12,000 42.5 56.8 59.6 60.4 53.4 64.7 52.1% 21.3%
5,000-8,000 31.2 42.7 50.7 45.9 47.6 59.7 91.0% 25.4%
2,500-5,000 38.1 47.0 51.7 50.9 45.9 50.9 33.7% 10.7%
<2,500 32.2 32.3 46.8 39.8 40.3 47.4 47.5% 17.6%
State Median 38.8 51.2 55.2 52.8 48.7 58.5 50.8% 20.1%
Greenwood 50 49.6 62.8 59.6 59.6 52.3 59.4 19.6% 13.5%
Greenwood 51 34.0 48.0 52.0 51.6 41.0 50.4 48.2% 23.1%
Greenwood 52 44.2 63.3 70.7 61.3 54.8 66.4 50.4% 21.2%
Share of State Median
>20,000 131.4% 116.8% 115.5% 115.9% 119.2% 114.4%
12,000-20,000 142.8% 130.7% 125.2% 125.3% 128.1% 123.5%
8,000-12,000 109.7% 111.1% 107.8% 114.4% 109.6% 110.7%
5,000-8,000 80.6% 83.4% 91.9% 87.1% 97.8% 102.1%
2,500-5,000 98.2% 92.0% 93.5% 96.5% 94.4% 87.0%
<2,500 83.0% 63.1% 84.8% 75.4% 82.9% 81.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 128.0% 122.7% 107.8% 113.0% 107.4% 101.5%
Greenwood 51 87.8% 93.8% 94.1% 97.8% 84.2% 86.3%
Greenwood 52 114.0% 123.7% 128.0% 116.3% 112.6% 113.6%
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Table D-5: Grade 4 Math PACT Index
Grade 4 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 36.8 48.1 51.1 64.7 64.5 67.6 83.8% 4.8%
12,000-20,000 46.0 56.1 58.6 70.6 73.2 72.4 57.2% -1.1%
8,000-12,000 38.2 48.5 53.1 63.9 65.2 67.7 77.2% 3.9%
5,000-8,000 28.9 36.1 42.8 53.3 58.4 62.7 117.0% 7.3%
2,500-5,000 32.8 41.6 46.1 55.8 60.6 56.5 72.2% -6.7%
<2,500 27.4 29.0 41.9 45.6 50.6 53.4 95.2% 5.7%
State Median 35.7 44.0 47.3 57.5 60.6 61.4 72.0% 1.4%
Greenwood 50 46.9 59.1 53.4 63.4 62.0 62.6 33.5% 0.9%
Greenwood 51 30.4 32.2 42.9 68.0 52.8 52.2 71.9% -1.0%
Greenwood 52 40.0 62.9 61.1 60.9 66.2 69.4 73.4% 4.8%
Share of State Median
>20,000 103.1% 109.4% 108.1% 112.5% 106.5% 110.1%
12,000-20,000 129.0% 127.5% 123.9% 122.8% 120.8% 117.9%
8,000-12,000 107.0% 110.2% 112.4% 111.2% 107.6% 110.2%
5,000-8,000 80.9% 82.1% 90.6% 92.6% 96.5% 102.1%
2,500-5,000 91.9% 94.7% 97.6% 97.0% 100.0% 92.0%
<2,500 76.7% 66.0% 88.6% 79.3% 83.4% 87.0%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 131.3% 134.5% 112.9% 110.3% 102.3% 101.9%
Greenwood 51 85.1% 73.3% 90.8% 118.3% 87.1% 85.1%
Greenwood 52 112.1% 143.0% 129.2% 105.8% 109.4% 113.1%
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Table D-6: Grade 5 ELA PACT Index
Grade 5 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 55.4 63.0 63.0 60.7 51.3 62.2 12.3% 21.1%
12,000-20,000 64.8 72.5 69.9 68.3 61.1 74.4 14.8% 21.8%
8,000-12,000 50.4 55.3 58.8 55.2 51.5 63.9 26.9% 24.1%
5,000-8,000 38.0 48.6 48.2 46.9 41.2 60.7 59.7% 47.3%
2,500-5,000 45.1 45.4 45.9 48.7 41.5 52.4 16.3% 26.4%
<2,500 39.0 38.9 41.0 38.9 31.6 45.3 16.2% 43.3%
State Median 47.8 52.4 52.4 51.8 43.4 56.7 18.7% 30.7%
Greenwood 50 52.8 56.0 59.5 55.8 53.3 64.0 21.2% 20.0%
Greenwood 51 49.8 50.9 50.4 34.8 59.0 60.7 21.9% 3.0%
Greenwood 52 71.9 58.3 73.8 71.7 61.6 78.3 9.0% 27.2%
Share of State Median
>20,000 115.9% 120.1% 120.3% 117.1% 118.3% 109.6%
12,000-20,000 135.5% 138.3% 133.4% 131.9% 140.8% 131.1%
8,000-12,000 105.4% 105.5% 112.2% 106.6% 118.7% 112.7%
5,000-8,000 79.6% 92.7% 92.0% 90.5% 95.0% 107.1%
2,500-5,000 94.3% 86.7% 87.6% 94.0% 95.6% 92.4%
<2,500 81.6% 74.1% 78.3% 75.1% 72.9% 79.9%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 110.6% 106.8% 113.6% 107.6% 122.9% 112.9%
Greenwood 51 104.3% 97.1% 96.3% 67.1% 135.9% 107.1%
Greenwood 52 150.4% 111.1% 140.9% 138.3% 141.8% 138.1%
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Table D-7: Grade 5 Math PACT Index
Grade 5 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 41.2 50.5 57.6 64.2 60.6 67.3 63.1% 11.1%
12,000-20,000 47.3 57.4 63.4 67.2 69.2 76.7 62.2% 10.8%
8,000-12,000 44.1 47.5 58.3 61.3 64.7 66.8 51.5% 3.1%
5,000-8,000 27.7 40.5 51.5 49.5 54.6 65.7 136.9% 20.2%
2,500-5,000 31.8 39.8 45.8 52.5 50.6 56.9 79.3% 12.5%
<2,500 29.9 35.9 41.4 46.6 43.8 49.8 66.3% 13.7%
State Median 37.1 44.2 50.2 55.6 55.2 62.6 68.8% 13.4%
Greenwood 50 54.5 55.7 65.6 61.2 65.5 67.5 23.7% 3.0%
Greenwood 51 37.9 45.2 44.4 50.3 64.4 65.6 73.1% 1.9%
Greenwood 52 44.8 55.0 53.0 69.9 59.1 76.3 70.2% 29.1%
Share of State Median
>20,000 111.1% 114.3% 114.6% 115.3% 109.6% 107.4%
12,000-20,000 127.5% 130.1% 126.3% 120.8% 125.4% 122.5%
8,000-12,000 118.7% 107.6% 116.1% 110.2% 117.2% 106.6%
5,000-8,000 74.7% 91.8% 102.5% 88.9% 98.9% 104.9%
2,500-5,000 85.6% 90.1% 91.2% 94.3% 91.6% 90.9%
<2,500 80.7% 81.3% 82.5% 83.7% 79.3% 79.5%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 147.0% 126.1% 130.6% 110.1% 118.5% 107.7%
Greenwood 51 102.2% 102.2% 88.3% 90.5% 116.6% 104.8%
Greenwood 52 120.9% 124.5% 105.5% 125.5% 107.0% 121.9%
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Table D-8: Grade 6 ELA PACT Index
Grade 6 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 52.8 63.5 64.0 63.8 55.3 56.0 6.1% 1.2%
12,000-20,000 56.5 67.8 70.3 71.5 61.3 61.3 8.5% -0.1%
8,000-12,000 44.7 57.0 58.1 64.1 51.7 50.8 13.8% -1.8%
5,000-8,000 37.4 48.2 49.0 48.3 41.3 48.9 30.8% 18.4%
2,500-5,000 44.5 50.0 50.8 52.4 45.8 40.9 -8.1% -10.8%
<2,500 37.8 47.9 49.0 48.6 36.2 37.1 -1.7% 2.5%
State Median 42.6 54.0 54.7 56.9 47.5 47.2 10.8% -0.7%
Greenwood 50 53.1 60.2 58.1 71.3 55.9 57.0 7.2% 1.9%
Greenwood 51 56.0 58.2 62.0 51.8 51.8 64.1 14.6% 23.7%
Greenwood 52 41.7 61.2 65.3 83.9 58.1 61.7 48.1% 6.1%
Share of State Median
>20,000 123.9% 117.7% 116.9% 112.1% 116.5% 118.6%
12,000-20,000 132.7% 125.6% 128.4% 125.7% 129.1% 129.9%
8,000-12,000 104.8% 105.5% 106.2% 112.6% 108.9% 107.7%
5,000-8,000 87.8% 89.3% 89.6% 85.0% 86.9% 103.7%
2,500-5,000 104.4% 92.5% 92.9% 92.1% 96.5% 86.6%
<2,500 88.6% 88.8% 89.5% 85.4% 76.2% 78.6%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 124.7% 111.5% 106.2% 125.4% 117.6% 120.7%
Greenwood 51 131.3% 107.9% 113.3% 91.1% 109.1% 135.9%
Greenwood 52 97.8% 113.4% 119.3% 147.4% 122.3% 130.7%
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Table D-9: Grade 6 Math PACT Index
Grade 6 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 43.5 51.3 53.5 56.8 65.8 65.4 50.4% -0.5%
12,000-20,000 47.4 59.2 65.0 64.4 73.7 75.1 58.5% 1.9%
8,000-12,000 36.4 47.4 49.1 58.0 63.4 66.6 82.9% 5.1%
5,000-8,000 29.9 41.4 47.5 47.1 57.7 68.2 127.9% 18.1%
2,500-5,000 32.1 39.6 47.0 50.0 55.4 59.5 85.5% 7.3%
<2,500 29.6 36.6 41.7 40.8 50.4 52.5 77.3% 4.3%
State Median 35.4 42.9 49.0 53.4 59.1 62.6 76.8% 6.0%
Greenwood 50 45.1 52.2 51.6 60.8 68.5 71.4 58.4% 4.1%
Greenwood 51 49.4 53.0 59.6 60.2 60.5 78.7 59.2% 30.0%
Greenwood 52 45.5 47.5 53.2 57.7 74.3 64.5 41.7% -13.2%
Share of State Median
>20,000 122.8% 119.5% 109.2% 106.3% 111.3% 104.4%
12,000-20,000 133.7% 137.9% 132.7% 120.5% 124.7% 119.9%
8,000-12,000 102.7% 110.3% 100.2% 108.6% 107.2% 106.3%
5,000-8,000 84.5% 96.5% 97.1% 88.1% 97.7% 108.9%
2,500-5,000 90.5% 92.2% 95.9% 93.6% 93.8% 95.0%
<2,500 83.6% 85.2% 85.1% 76.4% 85.2% 83.9%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 127.2% 121.7% 105.4% 113.7% 116.0% 113.9%
Greenwood 51 139.5% 123.4% 121.8% 112.6% 102.4% 125.6%
Greenwood 52 128.5% 110.8% 108.8% 108.1% 125.8% 103.0%
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Table D-10: Grade 7 ELA PACT Index
Grade 7 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 51.4 60.8 59.7 63.3 54.4 58.8 14.3% 8.1%
12,000-20,000 64.2 67.6 70.4 71.4 63.0 65.6 2.1% 4.1%
8,000-12,000 45.9 49.1 51.6 59.6 52.3 56.7 23.5% 8.4%
5,000-8,000 36.3 48.0 51.3 44.3 47.6 50.5 39.1% 6.1%
2,500-5,000 38.4 51.9 47.8 50.3 46.6 44.4 15.7% -4.7%
<2,500 34.9 40.1 45.8 42.7 33.9 40.5 16.0% 19.3%
State Median 42.1 52.1 51.3 54.7 46.6 49.9 18.6% 7.0%
Greenwood 50 62.8 61.3 58.1 64.6 63.0 62.8 0.0% -0.3%
Greenwood 51 37.4 40.2 47.0 51.3 27.3 36.8 -1.4% 35.1%
Greenwood 52 59.1 75.8 71.8 71.6 72.4 74.2 25.5% 2.4%
Share of State Median
>20,000 107.6% 116.0% 114.0% 122.2% 125.3% 103.6%
12,000-20,000 134.4% 128.9% 134.5% 137.8% 145.2% 115.6%
8,000-12,000 96.1% 93.6% 98.5% 115.0% 120.6% 100.0%
5,000-8,000 76.1% 91.5% 98.1% 85.5% 109.8% 89.1%
2,500-5,000 80.3% 99.0% 91.2% 97.1% 107.3% 78.3%
<2,500 73.0% 76.4% 87.4% 82.4% 78.2% 71.4%
State Median 88.0% 99.4% 98.1% 105.7% 107.5% 88.0%
Greenwood 50 131.4% 117.0% 110.9% 124.7% 145.2% 110.7%
Greenwood 51 78.2% 76.6% 89.8% 99.1% 62.9% 65.0%
Greenwood 52 123.7% 144.5% 137.1% 138.3% 166.9% 130.8%
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Table D-11: Grade 7 Math PACT Index
Grade 7 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 45.7 54.6 56.7 55.7 60.8 66.7 46.2% 9.7%
12,000-20,000 51.3 61.1 63.2 68.3 72.3 73.0 42.1% 0.9%
8,000-12,000 36.8 47.4 49.3 54.1 60.4 65.9 78.9% 9.1%
5,000-8,000 33.6 44.5 49.6 46.1 57.1 59.3 76.7% 3.8%
2,500-5,000 30.9 44.8 41.2 46.2 48.3 54.8 77.1% 13.5%
<2,500 30.5 38.1 43.2 40.4 42.4 47.5 55.4% 12.0%
State Median 36.2 46.6 47.3 52.1 56.1 59.6 64.7% 6.3%
Greenwood 50 42.1 47.4 50.1 57.6 73.6 73.2 73.8% -0.5%
Greenwood 51 26.2 43.5 45.6 56.5 43.4 48.3 84.6% 11.4%
Greenwood 52 48.6 67.5 62.2 56.7 80.5 83.2 71.1% 3.4%
Share of State Median
>20,000 123.1% 123.7% 112.8% 100.1% 110.1% 106.6%
12,000-20,000 138.3% 138.3% 125.8% 122.8% 130.9% 116.5%
8,000-12,000 99.2% 107.3% 98.2% 97.2% 109.3% 105.2%
5,000-8,000 90.4% 100.9% 98.7% 82.8% 103.4% 94.7%
2,500-5,000 83.4% 101.4% 81.9% 83.1% 87.4% 87.5%
<2,500 82.3% 86.2% 85.9% 72.6% 76.7% 75.8%
State Median 97.6% 105.6% 94.1% 93.6% 101.5% 95.2%
Greenwood 50 113.6% 107.4% 99.7% 103.5% 133.3% 116.9%
Greenwood 51 70.6% 98.6% 90.7% 101.5% 78.5% 77.2%
Greenwood 52 131.1% 153.0% 123.8% 101.9% 145.8% 132.9%
172
 
        
         
          
             
          
          
          
          
          
          
           
           
           
           
             
          
          
          
          
          
          
           
           
           
           
 
 
Table D-12: Grade 8 ELA PACT Index
Grade 8 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 54.8 57.6 61.0 63.6 54.6 66.6 21.4% 21.8%
12,000-20,000 59.9 66.6 66.7 72.9 61.8 70.1 17.0% 13.3%
8,000-12,000 46.4 53.3 51.6 59.6 50.9 61.2 31.8% 20.2%
5,000-8,000 37.8 45.4 49.6 50.6 44.1 60.0 58.7% 36.0%
2,500-5,000 42.2 43.1 48.8 48.2 44.4 49.6 17.6% 11.8%
<2,500 38.0 38.3 36.6 43.3 39.7 46.2 21.3% 16.2%
State Median 45.1 46.7 51.1 54.8 46.4 54.6 21.1% 17.7%
Greenwood 50 60.2 61.0 59.5 62.9 56.9 72.0 19.6% 26.6%
Greenwood 51 46.0 36.5 39.6 46.9 47.7 39.0 -15.3% -18.3%
Greenwood 52 72.1 64.9 75.6 77.3 64.9 75.6 4.8% 16.5%
Share of State Median
>20,000 128.7% 106.7% 111.5% 111.7% 114.9% 141.1%
12,000-20,000 140.5% 123.3% 121.9% 128.1% 130.1% 148.5%
8,000-12,000 109.0% 98.7% 94.4% 104.7% 107.1% 129.7%
5,000-8,000 88.8% 84.0% 90.6% 89.0% 92.8% 127.2%
2,500-5,000 99.0% 79.9% 89.1% 84.6% 93.4% 105.1%
<2,500 89.3% 70.8% 66.8% 76.1% 83.6% 97.8%
State Median 105.9% 86.5% 93.4% 96.3% 97.6% 115.8%
Greenwood 50 141.4% 113.0% 108.7% 110.5% 119.7% 152.6%
Greenwood 51 108.1% 67.6% 72.4% 82.5% 100.4% 82.6%
Greenwood 52 169.2% 120.2% 138.1% 135.9% 136.5% 160.2%
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Table D-13: Grade 8 Math PACT Index
Grade 8 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Median Index by Category
>20,000 50.0 61.2 57.5 56.3 58.4 60.8 21.5% 4.1%
12,000-20,000 52.4 65.9 66.5 65.1 71.3 73.3 40.0% 2.9%
8,000-12,000 42.1 53.6 50.2 50.3 56.7 61.9 47.0% 9.2%
5,000-8,000 36.3 49.9 44.9 45.3 53.5 65.0 78.9% 21.3%
2,500-5,000 35.4 43.1 46.8 44.5 51.3 49.6 39.9% -3.5%
<2,500 32.3 43.6 39.0 41.5 44.1 50.3 55.6% 14.0%
State Total 38.7 49.6 49.6 48.0 53.6 55.1 42.5% 2.9%
Greenwood 50 48.5 54.4 52.4 52.5 62.9 75.6 55.9% 20.2%
Greenwood 51 31.6 34.9 39.0 48.2 51.5 52.0 64.2% 0.8%
Greenwood 52 68.7 61.5 70.2 54.6 52.8 61.8 -10.0% 17.2%
Share of State Median
>20,000 141.2% 142.5% 117.4% 105.4% 98.8% 97.0%
12,000-20,000 147.8% 153.4% 135.9% 121.8% 120.6% 117.1%
8,000-12,000 118.9% 124.8% 102.6% 94.1% 95.9% 98.8%
5,000-8,000 102.5% 116.2% 91.7% 84.8% 90.6% 103.7%
2,500-5,000 100.0% 100.5% 95.5% 83.2% 86.9% 79.1%
<2,500 91.1% 101.7% 79.6% 77.6% 74.6% 80.2%
State Median 109.2% 115.6% 101.2% 89.8% 90.7% 88.0%
Greenwood 50 136.9% 126.7% 107.0% 98.2% 106.5% 120.7%
Greenwood 51 89.3% 81.4% 79.6% 90.3% 87.2% 83.0%
Greenwood 52 194.1% 143.4% 143.5% 102.1% 89.3% 98.7%
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Table D-14: PACT Combined Performance Index
PACT Combined Performance Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 45.6 56.3 58.9 61.4 59.4 64.3 41.1% 8.3%
12,000-20,000 51.1 61.3 64.6 67.7 66.7 72.5 41.8% 8.8%
8,000-12,000 42.2 51.9 51.7 56.6 57.0 63.5 50.7% 11.4%
5,000-8,000 33.2 43.4 47.8 46.2 50.1 59.0 77.7% 17.8%
2,500-5,000 35.1 44.3 45.8 50.0 48.7 51.0 45.4% 4.9%
<2,500 29.2 37.1 40.1 41.5 42.3 47.5 63.0% 12.3%
State Median 37.2 46.5 50.9 53.0 50.9 56.8 52.7% 11.7%
Greenwood 50 49.5 55.8 56.6 59.4 60.4 65.0 31.4% 7.6%
Greenwood 51 38.9 44.6 50.2 51.2 49.7 54.4 39.9% 9.6%
Greenwood 52 51.2 60.0 62.3 63.8 62.5 71.5 39.6% 14.4%
Share of State Median
>20,000 122.5% 121.3% 115.7% 115.9% 116.7% 113.2%
12,000-20,000 137.4% 131.9% 126.8% 127.8% 131.0% 127.6%
8,000-12,000 113.3% 111.8% 101.4% 106.8% 112.0% 111.8%
5,000-8,000 89.2% 93.5% 93.9% 87.2% 98.4% 103.8%
2,500-5,000 94.3% 95.4% 89.9% 94.5% 95.6% 89.8%
<2,500 78.3% 79.9% 78.8% 78.3% 83.1% 83.6%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 132.9% 120.1% 111.2% 112.2% 118.7% 114.4%
Greenwood 51 104.5% 96.0% 98.6% 96.6% 97.6% 95.8%
Greenwood 52 137.6% 129.2% 122.4% 120.5% 122.9% 125.8%
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Table D-15: High School Exist Exam Index
High School Exit Exam Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 54.4 57.6 60.3 58.2 59.4 -- 9.3% 2.1%
12,000-20,000 60.8 64.7 66.9 66.7 65.4 -- 7.6% -1.9%
8,000-12,000 47.9 53.5 58.3 59.6 58.6 -- 22.2% -1.8%
5,000-8,000 43.6 54.3 52.6 45.4 51.8 -- 18.6% 14.1%
2,500-5,000 51.6 50.4 50.6 48.2 51.0 -- -1.3% 5.8%
<2,500 31.2 41.0 45.1 41.0 44.6 -- 43.1% 8.9%
State Median 48.4 50.3 54.8 51.6 52.3 -- 8.1% 1.3%
Greenwood 50 47.1 46.4 58.3 61.7 56.4 -- 19.8% -8.6%
Greenwood 51 40.3 49.2 55.1 46.4 45.1 -- 11.9% -2.9%
Greenwood 52 61.6 65.1 62.8 54.0 59.9 -- -2.8% 10.8%
Share of State Median
>20,000 112.4% 114.6% 110.2% 112.8% 113.6% --
12,000-20,000 125.7% 128.6% 122.1% 129.1% 125.1% --
8,000-12,000 99.0% 106.4% 106.4% 115.5% 112.0% --
5,000-8,000 90.2% 107.9% 96.1% 87.9% 99.0% --
2,500-5,000 106.7% 100.3% 92.3% 93.3% 97.5% --
<2,500 64.5% 81.6% 82.4% 79.4% 85.4% --
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% --
Greenwood 50 97.4% 92.3% 106.4% 119.6% 107.9% --
Greenwood 51 83.3% 97.9% 100.6% 89.9% 86.3% --
Greenwood 52 127.4% 129.4% 114.7% 104.6% 114.5% --
Note: 2004 Exit Exam data unavailable.
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Table D-16: SAT Performance Index
SAT Performance Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Size of District (ADM)
>20,000 54.1 57.8 62.0 64.2 65.2 64.2 18.6% -1.5%
12,000-20,000 68.0 67.3 68.7 67.7 70.2 69.5 2.3% -1.0%
8,000-12,000 53.0 58.1 61.7 61.7 65.3 64.6 22.0% -1.0%
5,000-8,000 41.3 47.0 52.3 52.3 53.3 49.2 18.9% -7.8%
2,500-5,000 46.3 50.1 49.7 51.7 54.3 50.3 8.7% -7.4%
<2,500 31.3 38.9 46.7 42.0 41.9 48.7 55.8% 16.3%
State Median 46.8 50.5 52.0 53.9 56.8 55.2 17.9% -2.8%
Greenwood 50 51.0 56.1 54.3 52.1 60.4 64.4 26.3% 6.7%
Greenwood 51 35.1 48.0 48.5 43.1 43.3 52.5 49.8% 21.2%
Greenwood 52 51.8 54.5 52.7 60.8 64.6 50.5 -2.6% -21.8%
Share of State Median
>20,000 115.5% 114.4% 119.4% 119.1% 114.8% 116.2%
12,000-20,000 145.2% 133.2% 132.3% 125.8% 123.6% 125.9%
8,000-12,000 113.1% 115.1% 118.7% 114.5% 115.0% 117.0%
5,000-8,000 88.3% 93.1% 100.6% 97.1% 93.9% 89.1%
2,500-5,000 98.8% 99.1% 95.7% 96.1% 95.7% 91.1%
<2,500 66.8% 77.0% 89.9% 78.0% 73.8% 88.2%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 108.8% 111.1% 104.5% 96.7% 106.3% 116.6%
Greenwood 51 74.9% 95.1% 93.3% 80.1% 76.4% 95.1%














               
 
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
      
       
     
 
 
                   
       
APPENDIX E
Fiscal Authority
Table E-1. Total Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit (PACT + SAT + Exit)
Table E-2. Grade 3 ELA PACT Index
Table E-3. Grade 3 MATH Median Index
Table E-4. Grade 4 ELA PACT Index
Table E-5. Grade 4 MATH Median Index
Table E-6. Grade 5 ELA PACT Index
Table E-7. Grade 5 MATH Median Index
Table E-8. Grade 6 ELA PACT Index
Table E-9. Grade 6 MATH Median Index
Table E-10. Grade 7 ELA PACT Index
Table E-11. Grade 7 MATH Median Index
Table E-12. Grade 8 ELA PACT Index
Table E-13. Grade 8 MATH Median Index
Table E-14. PACT Combined Performance Index
Table E-15. High School Exit Exam Index
Table E-16. SAT Performance Index
Note: Tables E-2 through E-15 do not have separate headers outside the tables. Look for the table numbers in
the upper left-hand corners of the tables.
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Table E-1. Total Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit (PACT + SAT + Exit)
Total Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit) % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2003 2002-2003
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 47.5 55.0 56.7 57.7 57.4 63.4 22.2% 0.1%
Limited 41.9 49.2 52.7 53.0 50.8 56.4 24.6% 0.0%
None 36.2 42.1 47.2 48.2 45.8 50.4 27.4% -5.6%
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 53.0 50.9 56.8 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 59.4 60.4 65.0 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 51.2 49.7 54.4 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 63.8 62.5 71.5 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
Full 115.4% 111.8% 106.9% 109.0% 112.9% 111.5%
Limited 101.9% 100.0% 99.3% 100.2% 99.8% 99.2%
None 88.0% 85.5% 89.0% 91.1% 89.9% 88.6%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 112.2% 118.7% 114.4%
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 96.6% 97.6% 95.8%
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 120.5% 122.9% 125.8%
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Table E-2 Grade 3 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 37.8 52.7 57.5 57.6 59.2 69.1 82.6% 16.8%
Limited 31.6 45.0 46.5 51.9 54.3 69.8 121.1% 28.5%
None 29.5 42.6 46.4 46.5 51.9 60.8 106.2% 17.2%
State Median 33.1 46.4 49.2 51.8 54.5 66.6 101.5% 22.2%
Greenwood 50 41.4 50.5 55.7 53.6 56.2 66.6 60.8% 18.6%
Greenwood 51 29.7 42.2 49.9 48.9 51.4 57.3 92.7% 11.4%
Greenwood 52 47.5 57.0 50.4 47.7 53.1 85.6 80.3% 61.1%
Share of State Median
Full 114.4% 113.6% 116.8% 111.2% 108.5% 103.7%
Limited 95.5% 96.9% 94.4% 100.2% 99.7% 104.8%
None 89.2% 91.7% 94.3% 89.8% 95.2% 91.3%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 125.3% 108.8% 113.2% 103.6% 103.1% 100.0%
Greenwood 51 89.9% 90.8% 101.3% 94.5% 94.3% 86.0%
Greenwood 52 143.7% 122.6% 102.4% 92.1% 97.5% 128.5%
Table E-3 Grade 3 MATH Median Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 37.4 50.4 64.9 58.1 63.6 58.4 56.0% -8.2%
Limited 29.6 46.4 52.8 55.6 56.9 55.9 89.0% -1.7%
None 27.1 43.2 48.5 45.6 52.4 51.2 88.9% -2.2%
State Median 30.1 46.5 53.6 53.2 58.0 55.6 84.9% -4.1%
Greenwood 50 43.1 54.6 61.7 55.6 61.2 54.2 25.8% -11.5%
Greenwood 51 45.8 56.7 76.2 51.7 52.2 54.3 18.5% 4.0%
Greenwood 52 37.2 51.4 45.7 58.5 58.6 66.4 78.8% 13.3%
Share of State Median
Full 124.4% 108.5% 121.0% 109.1% 109.7% 105.0%
Limited 98.4% 99.9% 98.5% 104.4% 98.1% 100.6%
None 90.1% 92.8% 90.5% 85.6% 90.3% 92.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 143.3% 117.4% 115.0% 104.5% 105.6% 97.5%
Greenwood 51 152.4% 121.9% 142.2% 97.1% 90.0% 97.7%
Greenwood 52 123.5% 110.6% 85.3% 109.9% 101.1% 119.4%
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Table E-4 Grade 4 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 46.1 59.0 61.8 61.7 55.7 66.0 43.3% 18.4%
Limited 36.9 43.4 52.4 50.6 48.7 55.3 49.8% 13.4%
None 34.0 47.1 51.5 51.6 44.4 52.3 54.0% 17.9%
State Median 38.8 51.2 55.2 52.8 48.7 58.5 50.8% 20.1%
Greenwood 50 49.6 62.8 59.6 59.6 52.3 59.4 19.6% 13.5%
Greenwood 51 34.0 48.0 52.0 51.6 41.0 50.4 48.2% 23.1%
Greenwood 52 44.2 63.3 70.7 61.3 54.8 66.4 50.4% 21.2%
Share of State Median
Full 118.9% 115.4% 111.9% 116.9% 114.5% 112.9%
Limited 95.2% 84.9% 94.9% 95.9% 100.1% 94.5%
None 87.6% 92.1% 93.2% 97.8% 91.2% 89.5%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 128.0% 122.7% 107.8% 113.0% 107.4% 101.5%
Greenwood 51 87.8% 93.8% 94.1% 97.8% 84.2% 86.3%
Greenwood 52 114.0% 123.7% 128.0% 116.3% 112.6% 113.6%
Table E-5 Grade 4 Math PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 38.9 49.0 51.1 66.4 63.1 64.0 64.5% 1.4%
Limited 34.8 40.5 47.5 57.0 60.6 61.9 78.2% 2.3%
None 29.7 37.0 45.9 52.6 53.9 54.8 84.4% 1.6%
State Median 35.7 44.0 47.3 57.5 60.6 61.4 72.0% 1.4%
Greenwood 50 46.9 59.1 53.4 63.4 62.0 62.6 33.5% 0.9%
Greenwood 51 30.4 32.2 42.9 68.0 52.8 52.2 71.9% -1.0%
Greenwood 52 40.0 62.9 61.1 60.9 66.2 69.4 73.4% 4.8%
Share of State Median
Full 109.0% 111.3% 108.1% 115.5% 104.2% 104.3%
Limited 97.4% 92.2% 100.6% 99.2% 100.0% 100.9%
None 83.2% 84.1% 97.1% 91.5% 89.0% 89.2%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 131.3% 134.5% 112.9% 110.3% 102.3% 101.9%
Greenwood 51 85.1% 73.3% 90.8% 118.3% 87.1% 85.1%
Greenwood 52 112.1% 143.0% 129.2% 105.8% 109.4% 113.1%
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Table E-6 Grade 5 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 53.3 59.9 60.7 58.0 49.7 63.8 19.8% 28.4%
Limited 50.6 49.2 51.4 49.9 41.2 56.1 10.9% 36.2%
None 40.6 45.8 44.3 44.5 35.7 48.8 20.0% 36.6%
State Median 47.8 52.4 52.4 51.8 43.4 56.7 18.7% 30.7%
Greenwood 50 52.8 56.0 59.5 55.8 53.3 64.0 21.2% 20.0%
Greenwood 51 49.8 50.9 50.4 34.8 59.0 60.7 21.9% 3.0%
Greenwood 52 71.9 58.3 73.8 71.7 61.6 78.3 9.0% 27.2%
Share of State Median
Full 111.5% 114.2% 116.0% 112.0% 114.5% 112.5%
Limited 105.8% 93.9% 98.1% 96.3% 94.9% 98.8%
None 85.1% 87.4% 84.5% 85.8% 82.3% 86.0%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 110.6% 106.8% 113.6% 107.6% 122.9% 112.9%
Greenwood 51 104.3% 97.1% 96.3% 67.1% 135.9% 107.1%
Greenwood 52 150.4% 111.1% 140.9% 138.3% 141.8% 138.1%
Table E-7 Grade 5 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 43.3 48.0 55.7 61.1 62.8 68.1 57.3% 8.4%
Limited 35.9 41.4 51.7 56.2 54.3 62.8 75.0% 15.5%
None 32.4 40.5 44.9 50.2 49.4 54.6 68.4% 10.6%
State Median 37.1 44.2 50.2 55.6 55.2 62.6 68.8% 13.4%
Greenwood 50 54.5 55.7 65.6 61.2 65.5 67.5 23.7% 3.0%
Greenwood 51 37.9 45.2 44.4 50.3 64.4 65.6 73.1% 1.9%
Greenwood 52 44.8 55.0 53.0 69.9 59.1 76.3 70.2% 29.1%
Share of State Median
Full 116.6% 108.7% 111.0% 109.9% 113.7% 108.7%
Limited 96.7% 93.8% 102.8% 101.0% 98.4% 100.2%
None 87.4% 91.8% 89.3% 90.3% 89.3% 87.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 147.0% 126.1% 130.6% 110.1% 118.5% 107.7%
Greenwood 51 102.2% 102.2% 88.3% 90.5% 116.6% 104.8%
Greenwood 52 120.9% 124.5% 105.5% 125.5% 107.0% 121.9%
182
 
          
          
             
          
          
          
           
           
           
           
             
          
          
          
           
           
           
           
          
          
             
          
          
          
           
           
           
           
             
          
          
          
           
           
           
           
Table E-8 Grade 6 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 51.6 59.6 61.5 63.2 54.1 55.4 7.5% 2.5%
Limited 41.9 55.0 50.8 53.8 46.7 44.7 6.8% -4.3%
None 40.1 47.4 50.2 52.4 43.6 37.3 -6.9% -14.4%
State Median 42.6 54.0 54.7 56.9 47.5 47.2 10.8% -0.7%
Greenwood 50 53.1 60.2 58.1 71.3 55.9 57.0 7.2% 1.9%
Greenwood 51 56.0 58.2 62.0 51.8 51.8 64.1 14.6% 23.7%
Greenwood 52 41.7 61.2 65.3 83.9 58.1 61.7 48.1% 6.1%
Share of State Median
Full 121.0% 110.4% 112.4% 111.1% 113.8% 117.4%
Limited 98.3% 101.9% 92.9% 94.5% 98.2% 94.7%
None 94.1% 87.8% 91.6% 92.1% 91.7% 79.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 124.7% 111.5% 106.2% 125.4% 117.6% 120.7%
Greenwood 51 131.3% 107.9% 113.3% 91.1% 109.1% 135.9%
Greenwood 52 97.8% 113.4% 119.3% 147.4% 122.3% 130.7%
Table E-9 Grade 6 MATH Median Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 41.0 50.2 51.0 56.9 68.0 71.1 73.2% 4.5%
Limited 35.2 43.6 49.2 54.5 59.2 61.2 73.8% 3.4%
None 30.2 36.2 43.8 47.4 54.1 57.5 90.5% 6.4%
State Median 35.4 42.9 49.0 53.4 59.1 62.6 76.8% 6.0%
Greenwood 50 45.1 52.2 51.6 60.8 68.5 71.4 58.4% 4.1%
Greenwood 51 49.4 53.0 59.6 60.2 60.5 78.7 59.2% 30.0%
Greenwood 52 45.5 47.5 53.2 57.7 74.3 64.5 41.7% -13.2%
Share of State Median
Full 115.8% 116.9% 104.3% 106.5% 115.1% 113.5%
Limited 99.5% 101.5% 100.5% 102.0% 100.2% 97.7%
None 85.3% 84.3% 89.4% 88.7% 91.5% 91.9%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 127.2% 121.7% 105.4% 113.7% 116.0% 113.9%
Greenwood 51 139.5% 123.4% 121.8% 112.6% 102.4% 125.6%
Greenwood 52 128.5% 110.8% 108.8% 108.1% 125.8% 103.0%
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Table E-10 Grade 7 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 48.2 57.9 54.8 62.1 52.8 55.5 15.0% 5.1%
Limited 45.7 52.8 54.8 55.3 46.8 50.2 9.8% 7.2%
None 34.9 43.4 47.1 51.1 38.6 41.7 19.4% 8.0%
State Median 42.1 52.1 51.3 54.7 46.6 49.9 18.6% 7.0%
Greenwood 50 62.8 61.3 58.1 64.6 63.0 62.8 0.0% -0.3%
Greenwood 51 37.4 40.2 47.0 51.3 27.3 36.8 -1.4% 35.1%
Greenwood 52 59.1 75.8 71.8 71.6 72.4 74.2 25.5% 2.4%
Share of State Median
Full 114.6% 111.1% 106.8% 113.4% 113.2% 111.2%
Limited 108.6% 101.3% 106.8% 101.0% 100.4% 100.6%
None 82.9% 83.3% 91.7% 93.4% 82.8% 83.5%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 149.3% 117.7% 113.1% 118.0% 135.1% 125.9%
Greenwood 51 88.8% 77.1% 91.5% 93.8% 58.5% 73.9%
Greenwood 52 140.5% 145.3% 139.8% 130.8% 155.3% 148.7%
Table E-11 Grade 7 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 44.6 54.0 55.7 57.3 62.0 69.6 55.9% 12.3%
Limited 38.1 47.4 50.4 54.1 57.5 58.6 53.9% 1.8%
None 31.6 42.0 44.8 45.4 47.9 51.6 63.0% 7.8%
State Median 36.2 46.6 47.3 52.1 56.1 59.6 64.7% 6.3%
Greenwood 50 42.1 47.4 50.1 57.6 73.6 73.2 73.8% -0.5%
Greenwood 51 26.2 43.5 45.6 56.5 43.4 48.3 84.6% 11.4%
Greenwood 52 48.6 67.5 62.2 56.7 80.5 83.2 71.1% 3.4%
Share of State Median
Full 123.3% 115.7% 117.8% 109.9% 110.6% 116.7%
Limited 105.1% 101.7% 106.5% 103.8% 102.6% 98.3%
None 87.4% 90.1% 94.7% 87.1% 85.4% 86.5%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 116.3% 101.7% 106.0% 110.6% 131.3% 122.8%
Greenwood 51 72.3% 93.3% 96.4% 108.4% 77.4% 81.1%
Greenwood 52 134.3% 144.8% 131.6% 108.9% 143.6% 139.6%
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Table E-12 Grade 8 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 50.3 53.8 59.7 60.5 50.3 66.3 31.7% 31.9%
Limited 43.2 45.4 51.9 54.9 46.6 56.7 31.2% 21.6%
None 44.8 38.9 45.9 49.6 42.1 47.6 6.1% 13.0%
State Median 45.1 46.7 51.1 54.8 46.4 54.6 21.1% 17.7%
Greenwood 50 60.2 61.0 59.5 62.9 56.9 72.0 19.6% 26.6%
Greenwood 51 46.0 36.5 39.6 46.9 47.7 39.0 -15.3% -18.3%
Greenwood 52 72.1 64.9 75.6 77.3 64.9 75.6 4.8% 16.5%
Share of State Median
Full 111.6% 115.1% 116.7% 110.5% 108.3% 121.3%
Limited 95.8% 97.2% 101.4% 100.2% 100.4% 103.7%
None 99.4% 83.4% 89.8% 90.5% 90.7% 87.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 133.6% 130.7% 116.4% 114.7% 122.6% 131.8%
Greenwood 51 102.1% 78.2% 77.5% 85.7% 102.8% 71.4%
Greenwood 52 159.9% 139.0% 147.8% 141.2% 139.8% 138.4%
Table E-13 Grade 8 MATH Median Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 45.4 56.4 54.9 54.6 60.8 61.7 35.8% 1.5%
Limited 36.3 49.0 50.1 48.9 54.1 57.7 59.1% 6.7%
None 35.7 45.2 44.2 45.3 47.3 50.7 42.1% 7.1%
State Median 38.7 49.6 49.6 48.0 53.6 55.1 42.5% 2.9%
Greenwood 50 48.5 54.4 52.4 52.5 62.9 75.6 55.9% 20.2%
Greenwood 51 31.6 34.9 39.0 48.2 51.5 52.0 64.2% 0.8%
Greenwood 52 68.7 61.5 70.2 54.6 52.8 61.8 -10.0% 17.2%
Share of State Median
Full 117.4% 113.6% 110.8% 113.7% 113.5% 112.0%
Limited 93.8% 98.7% 101.1% 102.0% 101.0% 104.7%
None 92.2% 91.0% 89.2% 94.4% 88.3% 91.9%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 125.3% 109.6% 105.7% 109.3% 117.4% 137.1%
Greenwood 51 81.8% 70.4% 78.6% 100.5% 96.2% 94.2%
Greenwood 52 177.7% 124.0% 141.7% 113.7% 98.5% 112.2%
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Table E-14 PACT Combined Performance Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 42.9 51.8 54.7 57.7 57.4 63.4 47.9% 10.3%
Limited 36.6 45.1 50.4 53.0 50.8 56.4 54.2% 11.0%
None 33.1 43.0 46.9 48.2 45.8 50.4 52.2% 10.0%
State Median 37.2 46.5 50.9 53.0 50.9 56.8 52.7% 11.7%
Greenwood 50 49.5 55.8 56.6 59.4 60.4 65.0 31.4% 7.6%
Greenwood 51 38.9 44.6 50.2 51.2 49.7 54.4 39.9% 9.6%
Greenwood 52 51.2 60.0 62.3 63.8 62.5 71.5 39.6% 14.4%
Share of State Median
Full 115.1% 111.4% 107.4% 109.0% 112.9% 111.5%
Limited 98.2% 97.1% 99.0% 100.2% 99.8% 99.2%
None 88.9% 92.6% 92.2% 91.1% 89.9% 88.6%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 132.9% 120.1% 111.2% 112.2% 118.7% 114.4%
Greenwood 51 104.5% 96.0% 98.6% 96.6% 97.6% 95.8%
Greenwood 52 137.6% 129.2% 122.4% 120.5% 122.9% 125.8%
Table E-15 High School Exit Exam Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 50.6 61.6 60.7 60.8 59.8 N/A 18.2% -1.8%
Limited 50.4 50.4 53.6 50.8 53.4 N/A 5.9% 5.2%
None 40.6 41.8 52.4 43.8 45.7 N/A 12.6% 4.3%
State Median 48.4 50.3 54.8 51.6 52.3 N/A 8.1% 1.3%
Greenwood 50 47.1 46.4 58.3 61.7 56.4 N/A 19.8% -8.6%
Greenwood 51 40.3 49.2 55.1 46.4 45.1 N/A 11.9% -2.9%
Greenwood 52 61.6 65.1 62.8 54.0 59.9 N/A -2.8% 10.8%
Share of State Median
Full 104.5% 122.5% 110.8% 117.8% 114.3% 104.5%
Limited 104.3% 100.3% 97.9% 98.3% 102.2% 104.3%
None 83.9% 83.1% 95.7% 84.9% 87.4% 83.9%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 97.4% 92.3% 106.4% 119.6% 107.9% 97.4%
Greenwood 51 83.3% 97.9% 100.6% 89.9% 86.3% 83.3%
Greenwood 52 127.4% 129.4% 114.7% 104.6% 114.5% 127.4%
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Table E-16: SAT Performance Index
Table E-16 SAT Performance Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Fiscal Authority of District
Full 49.2 56.1 57.0 59.9 64.2 63.0 28.2% -1.7%
Limited 47.2 50.5 54.5 54.4 54.2 51.8 10.0% -4.3%
None 37.9 42.8 48.5 47.0 51.4 50.6 33.7% -1.5%
State Median 46.8 50.5 52.0 53.9 56.8 55.2 17.9% -2.8%
Greenwood 50 51.0 56.1 54.3 52.1 60.4 64.4 26.3% 6.7%
Greenwood 51 35.1 48.0 48.5 43.1 43.3 52.5 49.8% 21.2%
Greenwood 52 51.8 54.5 52.7 60.8 64.6 50.5 -2.6% -21.8%
Share of State Median
Full 105.0% 111.1% 109.7% 111.2% 113.0% 114.2%
Limited 100.7% 100.0% 105.0% 101.0% 95.5% 93.9%
None 80.9% 84.7% 93.3% 87.3% 90.5% 91.7%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 108.8% 111.1% 104.5% 96.7% 106.3% 116.6%
Greenwood 51 74.9% 95.1% 93.3% 80.1% 76.4% 95.1%






             
 
       
       
        
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
      
       





Table F-1. Total Academic Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit Exam)
Table F-2. Grade 3 ELA PACT Index
Table F-3. Grade 3 MATH PACT Index
Table F-4. Grade 4 ELA PACT Index
Table F-5. Grade 4 MATH PACT Index
Table F-6. Grade 5 ELA PACT Index
Table F-7. Grade 5 MATH PACT Index
Table F-8. Grade 6 ELA PACT Index
Table F-9. Grade 6 MATH PACT Index
Table F-10. Grade 7 ELA PACT Index
Table F-11. Grade 7 MATH PACT Index
Table F-12. Grade 8 ELA PACT Index
Table F-13. Grade 8 MATH PACT Index
Table F-14. PACT Combined Performance Index
Table F-15. High School Exit Exam Index
Table F-16. SAT Performance Index
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Table F-1. Total Academic Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit Exam)
Table F-1 Total Academic Performance Index (PACT + SAT + Exit Exam) % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 52.2 59.7 61.8 64.7 63.0 N/A 20.6% -2.7%
Non-EDC 37.1 43.6 47.2 49.0 48.3 N/A 30.2% -1.4%
State Median 41.2 49.2 53.0 52.8 52.1 N/A 26.7% -1.3%
Greenwood 50 49.3 54.3 56.5 58.6 59.7 N/A 21.1% 2.0%
Greenwood 51 38.5 46.0 50.7 49.0 47.8 N/A 24.2% -2.4%
Greenwood 52 53.1 60.0 60.8 61.7 62.4 N/A 17.6% 1.3%
Share of State Median
EDC 126.9% 121.4% 116.6% 122.5% 120.8% N/A
Non-EDC 90.2% 88.6% 89.0% 92.7% 92.7% N/A
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% N/A
Greenwood 50 119.9% 110.3% 106.6% 110.9% 114.5% N/A
Greenwood 51 93.6% 93.5% 95.7% 92.7% 91.7% N/A
Greenwood 52 129.0% 121.9% 114.6% 116.7% 119.7% N/A
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Tables F-2 and F-3: Grade 3 ELA and Math PACT Indexes
Table F-2 Grade 3 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 43.0 56.6 60.9 61.7 62.9 73.7 71.3% 17.2%
Non-EDC 28.0 42.2 45.1 47.7 53.0 61.4 119.6% 15.9%
State Median 33.1 46.4 49.2 51.8 54.5 66.6 101.5% 22.2%
Greenwood 50 41.4 50.5 55.7 53.6 56.2 66.6 60.8% 18.6%
Greenwood 51 29.7 42.2 49.9 48.9 51.4 57.3 92.7% 11.4%
Greenwood 52 47.5 57.0 50.4 47.7 53.1 85.6 80.3% 61.1%
Share of State Median
EDC 130.2% 121.9% 123.7% 119.2% 115.4% 110.7%
Non-EDC 84.5% 90.8% 91.6% 92.1% 97.2% 92.2%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 125.3% 108.8% 113.2% 103.6% 103.1% 100.0%
Greenwood 51 89.9% 90.8% 101.3% 94.5% 94.3% 86.0%
Greenwood 52 143.7% 122.6% 102.4% 92.1% 97.5% 128.5%
Table F-3 Grade 3 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 42.4 56.6 66.3 61.3 65.5 60.9 43.5% -7.0%
Non-EDC 27.4 43.3 49.5 50.2 55.9 51.2 86.8% -8.4%
State Median 30.1 46.5 53.6 53.2 58.0 55.6 84.9% -4.1%
Greenwood 50 43.1 54.6 61.7 55.6 61.2 54.2 25.8% -11.5%
Greenwood 51 45.8 56.7 76.2 51.7 52.2 54.3 18.5% 4.0%
Greenwood 52 37.2 51.4 45.7 58.5 58.6 66.4 78.8% 13.3%
Share of State Median
EDC 141.0% 121.7% 123.7% 115.1% 112.9% 109.5%
Non-EDC 91.2% 93.0% 92.2% 94.3% 96.5% 92.1%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 143.3% 117.4% 115.0% 104.5% 105.6% 97.5%
Greenwood 51 152.4% 121.9% 142.2% 97.1% 90.0% 97.7%
Greenwood 52 123.5% 110.6% 85.3% 109.9% 101.1% 119.4%
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Tables F-4 and F-5: Grade 4 ELA and Math PACT Indexes
Table F-4 Grade 4 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 51.5 61.3 66.8 64.8 59.0 67.4 30.9% 14.2%
Non-EDC 33.3 43.3 50.9 48.2 45.3 53.2 59.5% 17.3%
State Median 38.8 51.2 55.2 52.8 48.7 58.5 50.8% 20.1%
Greenwood 50 49.6 62.8 59.6 59.6 52.3 59.4 19.6% 13.5%
Greenwood 51 34.0 48.0 52.0 51.6 41.0 50.4 48.2% 23.1%
Greenwood 52 44.2 63.3 70.7 61.3 54.8 66.4 50.4% 21.2%
Share of State Median
EDC 132.8% 119.8% 120.9% 122.9% 121.3% 115.3%
Non-EDC 86.0% 84.6% 92.2% 91.4% 93.1% 90.9%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 128.0% 122.7% 107.8% 113.0% 107.4% 101.5%
Greenwood 51 87.8% 93.8% 94.1% 97.8% 84.2% 86.3%
Greenwood 52 114.0% 123.7% 128.0% 116.3% 112.6% 113.6%
Table F-5 Grade 4 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 44.4 55.6 58.8 69.2 66.5 68.9 55.3% 3.6%
Non-EDC 29.3 36.4 44.9 53.1 56.3 58.4 99.4% 3.9%
State Median 35.7 44.0 47.3 57.5 60.6 61.4 72.0% 1.4%
Greenwood 50 46.9 59.1 53.4 63.4 62.0 62.6 33.5% 0.9%
Greenwood 51 30.4 32.2 42.9 68.0 52.8 52.2 71.9% -1.0%
Greenwood 52 40.0 62.9 61.1 60.9 66.2 69.4 73.4% 4.8%
Share of State Median
EDC 124.2% 126.4% 124.4% 120.3% 109.7% 112.1%
Non-EDC 82.1% 82.8% 94.9% 92.3% 92.9% 95.2%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 131.3% 134.5% 112.9% 110.3% 102.3% 101.9%
Greenwood 51 85.1% 73.3% 90.8% 118.3% 87.1% 85.1%
Greenwood 52 112.1% 143.0% 129.2% 105.8% 109.4% 113.1%
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Tables F-6 and F-7: Grade 5 ELA and Math PACT Indexes
Table F-6 Grade 5 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 57.6 63.2 66.0 64.3 56.0 65.5 13.8% 17.0%
Non-EDC 40.6 44.9 44.6 46.8 37.8 53.6 31.8% 41.6%
State Median 47.8 52.4 52.4 51.8 43.4 56.7 18.7% 30.7%
Greenwood 50 52.8 56.0 59.5 55.8 53.3 64.0 21.2% 20.0%
Greenwood 51 49.8 50.9 50.4 34.8 59.0 60.7 21.9% 3.0%
Greenwood 52 71.9 58.3 73.8 71.7 61.6 78.3 9.0% 27.2%
Share of State Median
EDC 120.5% 120.6% 126.0% 124.1% 129.0% 115.5%
Non-EDC 85.1% 85.7% 85.2% 90.4% 87.2% 94.4%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 110.6% 106.8% 113.6% 107.6% 122.9% 112.9%
Greenwood 51 104.3% 97.1% 96.3% 67.1% 135.9% 107.1%
Greenwood 52 150.4% 111.1% 140.9% 138.3% 141.8% 138.1%
Table F-7 Grade 5 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 46.5 55.7 62.1 67.0 65.3 71.3 53.3% 9.2%
Non-EDC 32.2 38.6 45.2 50.8 50.6 56.9 76.6% 12.5%
State Median 37.1 44.2 50.2 55.6 55.2 62.6 68.8% 13.4%
Greenwood 50 54.5 55.7 65.6 61.2 65.5 67.5 23.7% 3.0%
Greenwood 51 37.9 45.2 44.4 50.3 64.4 65.6 73.1% 1.9%
Greenwood 52 44.8 55.0 53.0 69.9 59.1 76.3 70.2% 29.1%
Share of State Median
EDC 125.4% 126.1% 123.6% 120.4% 118.2% 113.9%
Non-EDC 86.8% 87.4% 89.9% 91.2% 91.5% 90.8%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 147.0% 126.1% 130.6% 110.1% 118.5% 107.7%
Greenwood 51 102.2% 102.2% 88.3% 90.5% 116.6% 104.8%
Greenwood 52 120.9% 124.5% 105.5% 125.5% 107.0% 121.9%
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Tables F-8 and F-9: Grade 6 ELA and Math PACT Indexes
Table F-8 Grade 6 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 53.2 65.2 64.8 67.5 58.8 57.9 8.9% -1.5%
Non-EDC 38.6 47.2 47.3 51.1 42.8 39.4 2.2% -7.9%
State Median 42.6 54.0 54.7 56.9 47.5 47.2 10.8% -0.7%
Greenwood 50 53.1 60.2 58.1 71.3 55.9 57.0 7.2% 1.9%
Greenwood 51 56.0 58.2 62.0 51.8 51.8 64.1 14.6% 23.7%
Greenwood 52 41.7 61.2 65.3 83.9 58.1 61.7 48.1% 6.1%
Share of State Median
EDC 124.8% 120.7% 118.4% 118.7% 123.8% 124.8%
Non-EDC 90.6% 87.3% 86.4% 89.8% 90.1% 90.6%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 124.7% 111.5% 106.2% 125.4% 117.6% 124.7%
Greenwood 51 131.3% 107.9% 113.3% 91.1% 109.1% 131.3%
Greenwood 52 97.8% 113.4% 119.3% 147.4% 122.3% 97.8%
Table F-9 Grade 6 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 44.1 51.1 57.5 63.0 71.1 73.5 66.8% 3.4%
Non-EDC 30.5 38.9 42.9 47.1 54.3 59.6 95.4% 9.8%
State Median 35.4 42.9 49.0 53.4 59.1 62.6 76.8% 6.0%
Greenwood 50 45.1 52.2 51.6 60.8 68.5 71.4 58.4% 4.1%
Greenwood 51 49.4 53.0 59.6 60.2 60.5 78.7 59.2% 30.0%
Greenwood 52 45.5 47.5 53.2 57.7 74.3 64.5 41.7% -13.2%
Share of State Median
EDC 124.5% 119.1% 117.5% 117.9% 120.4% 117.4%
Non-EDC 86.1% 90.7% 87.5% 88.1% 91.9% 95.2%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 127.2% 121.7% 105.4% 113.7% 116.0% 113.9%
Greenwood 51 139.5% 123.4% 121.8% 112.6% 102.4% 125.6%
Greenwood 52 128.5% 110.8% 108.8% 108.1% 125.8% 103.0%
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Tables F-10 and F-11: Grade 7 ELA and Math PACT Indexes
Table F-10 Grade 7 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 55.7 63.2 61.5 65.6 56.2 63.0 13.1% 12.0%
Non-EDC 36.6 46.2 46.7 47.2 43.4 43.7 19.3% 0.7%
State Median 42.1 52.1 51.3 54.7 46.6 49.9 18.6% 7.0%
Greenwood 50 62.8 61.3 58.1 64.6 63.0 62.8 0.0% -0.3%
Greenwood 51 37.4 40.2 47.0 51.3 27.3 36.8 -1.4% 35.1%
Greenwood 52 59.1 75.8 71.8 71.6 72.4 74.2 25.5% 2.4%
Share of State Median
EDC 132.4% 121.1% 119.8% 119.9% 120.6% 132.4%
Non-EDC 87.0% 88.7% 91.0% 86.2% 93.0% 87.0%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 149.3% 117.7% 113.1% 118.0% 135.1% 149.3%
Greenwood 51 88.8% 77.1% 91.5% 93.8% 58.5% 88.8%
Greenwood 52 140.5% 145.3% 139.8% 130.8% 155.3% 140.5%
Table F-11 Grade 7 MATH Median Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 47.4 59.5 58.8 64.3 65.8 72.2 52.2% 9.7%
Non-EDC 31.1 41.3 43.4 45.5 49.1 56.3 80.8% 14.5%
State Median 36.2 46.6 47.3 52.1 56.1 59.6 64.7% 6.3%
Greenwood 50 42.1 47.4 50.1 57.6 73.6 73.2 73.8% -0.5%
Greenwood 51 26.2 43.5 45.6 56.5 43.4 48.3 84.6% 11.4%
Greenwood 52 48.6 67.5 62.2 56.7 80.5 83.2 71.1% 3.4%
Share of State Median
EDC 131.0% 127.5% 124.5% 123.3% 117.4% 121.1%
Non-EDC 85.9% 88.6% 91.8% 87.3% 87.7% 94.4%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 116.3% 101.7% 106.0% 110.6% 131.3% 122.8%
Greenwood 51 72.3% 93.3% 96.4% 108.4% 77.4% 81.1%
Greenwood 52 134.3% 144.8% 131.6% 108.9% 143.6% 139.6%
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Tables F-12 and F-13: Grade 8 ELA and Math PACT Indexes
Table F-12 Grade 8 ELA PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 53.4 57.3 61.4 65.6 56.0 69.1 29.5% 23.3%
Non-EDC 42.5 42.7 46.0 48.4 40.9 50.3 18.3% 23.0%
State Median 45.1 46.7 51.1 54.8 46.4 54.6 21.1% 17.7%
Greenwood 50 60.2 61.0 59.5 62.9 56.9 72.0 19.6% 26.6%
Greenwood 51 46.0 36.5 39.6 46.9 47.7 39.0 -15.3% -18.3%
Greenwood 52 72.1 64.9 75.6 77.3 64.9 75.6 4.8% 16.5%
Share of State Median
EDC 118.3% 122.7% 120.1% 119.7% 120.8% 118.3%
Non-EDC 94.2% 91.4% 90.0% 88.4% 88.1% 94.2%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 133.6% 130.7% 116.4% 114.7% 122.6% 133.6%
Greenwood 51 102.1% 78.2% 77.5% 85.7% 102.8% 102.1%
Greenwood 52 159.9% 139.0% 147.8% 141.2% 139.8% 159.9%
Table F-13 Grade 8 MATH PACT Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 51.9 61.3 60.9 63.9 64.7 66.9 29.0% 3.4%
Non-EDC 35.5 45.0 44.2 44.9 48.7 51.5 45.2% 5.9%
State Median 38.7 49.6 49.6 48.0 53.6 55.1 42.5% 2.9%
Greenwood 50 48.5 54.4 52.4 52.5 62.9 75.6 55.9% 20.2%
Greenwood 51 31.6 34.9 39.0 48.2 51.5 52.0 64.2% 0.8%
Greenwood 52 68.7 61.5 70.2 54.6 52.8 61.8 -10.0% 17.2%
Share of State Median
EDC 134.1% 123.4% 122.8% 133.1% 120.8% 121.4%
Non-EDC 91.7% 90.6% 89.2% 93.7% 90.8% 93.5%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 125.3% 109.6% 105.7% 109.3% 117.4% 137.1%
Greenwood 51 81.8% 70.4% 78.6% 100.5% 96.2% 94.2%
Greenwood 52 177.7% 124.0% 141.7% 113.7% 98.5% 112.2%
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Tables F-14 and F-15: PACT Combined Performance Index
Table F-14 PACT Combined Performance Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 49.3 59.3 62.1 64.1 62.5 66.9 35.7% 7.0%
Non-EDC 33.2 43.0 46.0 49.3 47.6 51.5 55.1% 8.3%
State Median 37.2 46.5 50.9 53.0 50.9 56.8 52.7% 11.7%
Greenwood 50 49.5 55.8 56.6 59.4 60.4 65.0 31.4% 7.6%
Greenwood 51 38.9 44.6 50.2 51.2 49.7 54.4 39.9% 9.6%
Greenwood 52 51.2 60.0 62.3 63.8 62.5 71.5 39.6% 14.4%
Share of State Median
EDC 132.4% 127.7% 122.0% 121.1% 122.9% 117.7%
Non-EDC 89.2% 92.6% 90.2% 93.0% 93.5% 90.7%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 132.9% 120.1% 111.2% 112.2% 118.7% 114.4%
Greenwood 51 104.5% 96.0% 98.6% 96.6% 97.6% 95.8%
Greenwood 52 137.6% 129.2% 122.4% 120.5% 122.9% 125.8%
Table F-15 High School Exit Exam Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 57.8 64.7 64.2 63.9 60.5 N/A 4.7% -5.3%
Non-EDC 42.5 44.4 50.6 46.0 46.8 N/A 10.2% 1.7%
State Median 48.4 50.3 54.8 51.6 52.3 N/A 8.1% 1.3%
Greenwood 50 47.1 46.4 58.3 61.7 56.4 N/A 19.8% -8.6%
Greenwood 51 40.3 49.2 55.1 46.4 45.1 N/A 11.9% -2.9%
Greenwood 52 61.6 65.1 62.8 54.0 59.9 N/A -2.8% 10.8%
Share of State Median
EDC 119.5% 128.6% 117.3% 123.9% 115.8% N/A
Non-EDC 87.9% 88.2% 92.3% 89.2% 89.6% N/A
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% N/A
Greenwood 50 97.4% 92.3% 106.4% 119.6% 107.9% N/A
Greenwood 51 83.3% 97.9% 100.6% 89.9% 86.3% N/A
Greenwood 52 127.4% 129.4% 114.7% 104.6% 114.5% N/A
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Table F-16: SAT Performance Index
Table F-16 SAT Performance Index % Change
1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1999-2004 2003-2004
Location in EDC County
EDC 57.6 59.6 61.8 63.5 65.6 64.4 11.9% -1.9%
Non-EDC 40.2 43.9 48.5 46.5 51.4 50.5 25.6% -1.7%
State Median 46.8 50.5 52.0 53.9 56.8 55.2 17.9% -2.8%
Greenwood 50 51.0 56.1 54.3 52.1 60.4 64.4 26.3% 6.7%
Greenwood 51 35.1 48.0 48.5 43.1 43.3 52.5 49.8% 21.2%
Greenwood 52 51.8 54.5 52.7 60.8 64.6 50.5 -2.6% -21.8%
Share of State Median
EDC 122.9% 117.9% 118.9% 117.9% 115.6% 116.6%
Non-EDC 85.9% 86.9% 93.3% 86.3% 90.5% 91.5%
State Median 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Greenwood 50 108.8% 111.1% 104.5% 96.7% 106.3% 116.6%
Greenwood 51 74.9% 95.1% 93.3% 80.1% 76.4% 95.1%
Greenwood 52 110.8% 108.0% 101.5% 112.9% 113.8% 91.5%
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